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CHAPTER I: THE PROBLEM
In the first chapter, the need for, and purpose of, the study is 
presented and the background of the problem is described. The problem 
and hypotheses then are stated, followed by a development of the theo­
retical framework. A brief view of the study as a whole is at the end 
of the chapter.
Considerable disagreement has been reported in the literature about 
higher education in America during the 1960s and 1970s on both the need 
for and the role of governing boards for institutions of higher educa­
tion.
There are, however, two notable points on which observers express 
general agreement. The first is a point of legal fact— that members of 
governing boards, usually called trustees, have had, and generally still 
have under the law, the sole responsibility and the supreme authority, 
when acting corporately, to do whatever they decide is necessary to ad­
minister the affairs of their organizations (Corson, 1975, pp. 263-264; 
Glenny & Dalglish, 1973, pp. 175-176; Hofstadter, 1955, p. 20; Hornby, 
1975, p. 290; Martorana, 1963, p. 57; Metzger, 1955, p. 135; Nason,
1974, p. 14; Ray, 1979, p. 6 ; Riley, 1977, p. 229; Ruml & Morrison,
1959, p. 13). The second point is a matter of subjective judgment but 
is supported both by reported research results and by the commentaries 
of essayists. Trustees, for much of this century, have exercised rela­
tively little of their formidable legal power and have failed in large
1
2measure either to give adequate attention to or to meet their responsi­
bility (Corson, 1975, pp. 264, 267; 1979, p. 22; Dominguez, 1973; Manne, 
1972, p. 7; Nason, 1974, p. 14; Paltridge, 1974, p. 21).
On most other important questions about governing boards in higher 
education there is considerable disagreement. What should they do?
What is their future? Are they capable of governing? Are they even 
necessary?
Zwingle and Mayville (1974) have said that there is a clear connec­
tion between the effectiveness of the performance of trustees and the 
health and strength of the academic process. They have noted, however, 
(p. 6) that to identify effective trusteeship there must be more preci­
sion in determining the role of the trustee. Boards, they explained 
(pp. 9-12), which are uncertain about their roles face an erosion of 
authority accompanied by a decline of autonomy and independence. In 
public institutions, of particular concern in the present study, almost 
all major policy decisions are affected by the issue of autonomy. Thus, 
the loss of board autonomy creates a vacuum into which political pres­
sure will move; and most observers have agreed that an increase in po­
litical pressure is potentially damaging to the academic process. This 
is, no doubt, one reason why "most critics agree...[lay governing 
boards] are both necessary and desirable" (p. 1).
Thus, one essential problem seems to be to try to discover what in­
fluential public higher educational decision-makers think governing 
boards ought to do, what rights they should have, and how much authority 
they should exercise.
3Purpose
The purpose of this study was derived from the connection between 
the importance of precision in understanding the role of the governing 
board in Virginia senior public colleges and universities and the 
health and strength of the academic process in these institutions.
Thus, the purpose of the study was to identify, analyze, and interpret 
significant relationshps in the views about the role of governing board 
members, called visitors, in Virginia public higher education, which are 
held by the visitors themselves, by presidents, and by external role- 
definers— members of the Virginia General Assembly, members and staff 
professionals of the State Council of Higher Education for Virginia, and 
executives and professional staff members of other State agencies who 
are concerned with the support of higher education in the Commonwealth. 
Background of the Problem
Congress shall make no law...abridging...the right of 
the people peaceably to assemble...
The Constitution of the United States 
of America, Article I.
American colleges and universities, beginning with Harvard in 1636 
and continuing to the present, have been founded and subsequently con­
trolled by voluntary associations of laymen. The principle of voluntary 
association to American higher education is of first importance. 
Voluntary Association Learning how to exercise the liberty of as­
sociation takes the longest of any of the political privileges which a 
people needs to preserve and strengthen a free democracy, observed 
Tocqueville when the United States was but a half-century old
(1835/1961, p. 222). Ironically, although its importance to freedom in 
the modern world comes close to that of the independence of the press, 
the unrestrained liberty of association also holds a graver danger to 
freedom in its potential for anarchy (1835/1961, pp. 219, 222). Yet, 
nothing makes America unique among the nations of the world as much as 
the instinctive reliance of all of her people on the application of the 
principle of association to the most important social purposes and to 
the solution of most local and community problems, as has been noted by 
two observers of American society and politics nearly a century and a 
half apart— Tocqueville (1835/1961, p. 216) and Drucker (1971, p. 178). 
Americans of all ages, conditions, and dispositions take for granted 
the ease with which voluntary, and sometimes spontaneous, group action 
may be mobilized to achieve important purposes. Associations have been 
formed to found schools, hospitals, and prisons; to publish and circu­
late books; to send out missionaries. Some have been permanently estab­
lished by law under the names of townships, cities and towns, or to 
perpetuate industrial enterprises, foundations, and societies; others 
remain purely private to accomplish local purposes. (Tocqueville, 
1835/1961, p. 216; 1840/1961, p. 128; Drucker, 1971, p. 179) As Drucker 
has observed, "Every American knows instinctively that this country is 
actually ruled by thousands of purely voluntary, purely private, mostly 
local groups" (p. 179).
The importance to Tocqueville of protecting and nourishing the art 
of association may be found in this observation:
Amongst the laws which rule human societies there is one which 
seems to be more precise and clear than all others. If men
5are to remain civilized, or to become so, the art of associa­
tion together must grow and improve, in the same ratio in 
which the equality of conditions is increased, (1840/1961, 
p. 133)
Tocqueville had warned earlier that without the privilege of political 
association, acknowledged to be a dangerous measure, there was no 
imaginable, permanent protection from the galling tyranny of the ever 
more dangerous omnipotence of the majority, despotism of faction, or 
arbitrary power of a prince (1835/1961, p. 221). Tyranny will be cer­
tain to increase along with equality unless each citizen learns to join 
with other citizens to defend the freedom he becomes more incapable of 
preserving alone as he becomes individually more feeble (1840/1961,
p. 128).
According to Drucker (1980), during the twentieth century, and 
especially since World War II, America has become a society of institu­
tions as citizens applied the art of association more and more widely. 
Every purpose of society is accomplished in, and through, institutions. 
These institutions are set up to last indefinitely and to be led and di­
rected by professional managers within a formal structure. Each of 
these institutions was established first to accomplish a single purpose. 
Each was expected to render a high-quality single service; each justi­
fied itself in terms of the unique contribution it was created to make. 
This society of institutions, however, which has unfolded from the ap­
plication of the art of private, voluntary association, has now become 
a pluralistic society— one with the distinguishing characteristic that 
each institution pursues its own special interest and none is charged
6with the welfare of society as a whole. Inevitably, demands arise that 
institutions, once accepted for the achievement only of a single pur­
pose, now become vehicles for social purpose, social values, social ef­
fectiveness. These demands are expressed by constituencies which have 
the power, not to get an institution to act, but to stall and to block 
its activities. Institutions in a pluralistic society thus become po­
liticized— that is, they must respond to the expectations of their con­
stituencies if they are to be allowed to perform; to a large extent they 
are defined by their constituencies. Managers, as a consequence, have 
been shocked by the emerging need to think politically— a need linked to 
the shift from the special-purpose institution, where the disregard of 
certain restraints caused only "nuisance problems," to the multi-purpose 
institution, which not only must perform its specific function but also 
must satisfy minimal expectations of many constituencies. The opposi­
tion of these constituencies can threaten the capacity to perform, and 
even the survival, of the institution. (pp. 206-209)
The Business Board In America, the business enterprise was the first 
institution to become visible (Drucker, 1980, p. 206). It has served as 
a model for other institutions. Understanding something of the nature 
of the board of directors of a business enterprise can help in under­
standing the role of the governing board of, for example, a college or 
university.
Laws of the states under which business corporations are created 
require almost invariably that these artificial entities be "managed" 
by an association of real persons— a board of directors. The original 
nineteenth century view of the board as representing the owners was
7reality as long as there were relatively few owners, each with a sub­
stantial ownership share. Each board member held a large stake in the
business and sat on only a few boards. Each could give a good deal of
time and attention to the enterprise. (Drucker, 1974, p. 628; Koontz
& O ’Donnell, 1968, p. 391)
During the latter third of the twentieth century, however, growing 
criticism and hostility have been directed toward the board of direc­
tors. Observers generally have recognized the responsibility and 
authority of the board under corporation law as spelled out in charters 
and bylaws to manage the enterprise for the benefit of the owners. They 
have said, though, that no one agrees on what boards are supposed to do. 
Boards no longer function; they have given managing over completely to 
the all-powerful professional managers. Boards have become a legal fic­
tion— a sovereign organ but an ineffectual sham. Boards have failed to 
meet both their social and their economic responsibilities as well as 
the basic business duty of knowing what goes on in the corporations they 
serve. (Drucker, 1974, p. 628; Koontz & O'Donnell, 1968, p. 391; "The 
Board:," 1971, p. 50)
Drucker (1974) offered reasons for the poor performance of boards. 
First, board membership no longer was rational because members no longer 
represented owners or anyone else for that matter. As large companies 
developed, legal ownership more and more was to be found in the hands 
of thousands of investors without the traditional interests of an owner. 
Another reason was that the board could no longer govern the enterprise 
as required by law— that had become a full-time job. In addition, top 
management naturally opposed a strong effective board— one which
8(a) carefully reviews management performance, (b) dutifully fires top 
executives who perform poorly, (c) insists on being told what is going 
to happen, and (d) refuses to be a rubber stamp but sharply questions 
management recommendations, wanting to know why and what alternatives 
were rejected and the reasons. Top executives often tend to view such 
a board as an impediment, a restraint, a violation of their preroga­
tives, a threat, (pp. 628-629)
Boards of directors were a long way from being discarded, however. 
On the contrary, during the seventies they received renewed votes of 
confidence, though with qualifications. Congress, Federal oversight 
agencies, and the courts have reaffirmed the principle that boards of 
directors are the ultimate overseers of corporate responsibility and 
morality. They have insisted that individual directors, especially out­
side directors, must be conscious of the gravity of this obligation for 
it carries the risk of personal liability. At the same time, there have 
been rapidly growing efforts by stockholders, activist public interest 
groups, agencies, and the Congress to establish regulatory and legisla­
tive guidelines in order to force boards of directors to become more 
competent, to be more responsive both to stockholders' interest and to 
the public interest, and to include in corporate philosophy and purpose 
a balance between business goals and a variety of social and political 
objectives. (Neff, 1979a, p. 3; 1979b, p. 24; Palmiere, 1979, p. 46; 
Rosenthal, 1980, p. 25; Russo & Wolfson, 1979, p. 16; Stessin, 1974, 
p. 3)
The result of these pressures from constituents has been to add a 
third to the two major tasks which always have been expected of boards
based on their classical reason for existence— to represent ownership.
The first of the two original tasks was that of a review organ— a body 
to determine that a) goals and objectives were being thought through, 
b) resources were being protected and used for the benefit of the own­
ers, c) plans and alternatives were subjected to critical scrutiny, and 
d) long-term survival and stability were being provided for; and the 
second task was closely related— to remove and replace top management 
that had failed. (Drucker, 1974, pp. 631-632; Koontz & O'Donnell, 1968, 
pp. 392-395) However, the third task— the one which has emerged in re­
sponse to growing pressures from constituencies— is that of a public and 
community relations organ. In this capacity the board strives to foster 
understanding between the business enterprise and its management on the 
one hand and the constituencies on the other. It is important to its 
capacity to perform that the enterprise and its top management be under­
stood, respected, and accepted by the constituencies of the enterprise.
It is equally if not more important that the management understand and 
appreciate the needs and concerns of each of the constituencies of the 
enterprise. Top management, therefore, must have access to, and be able 
to work with, people from the constituents who are independent and whom 
management can respect and who, in turn will respect management and un­
derstand what it is trying to do. (Drucker, 1974, pp. 632-633)
The College or University Board It would be misleading, if not a 
mistake, to try to equate in all respects the governing board of a col­
lege or university to the board of directors of a business enterprise. 
There are similarities; there are also material differences— enough, per­
haps, to constitute a difference in kind rather than degree. Yet, it is
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apparent that the dilemma of higher educational boards in the seventies 
has resulted from much the same situation as has that of business boards.
Higher educational institutions mostly operate under the residual 
power reserved to the states as provided in the tenth amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States of America. Twenty-seven states pro­
vide for higher education constitutionally; at least nine of these guar­
antee constitutional autonomy to higher educational institutions. The 
other states have provided for higher education through legislative en­
actments. (Alexander & Solomon, 1972, pp. 21, 26)
Thus, in a manner similar to business enterprises, public higher 
educational organizations are creatures of the state. As Alexander and 
Solomon note, they either are public corporations or are considered pub­
lic agencies serving as arms of the state. They enjoy most of the bene­
fits and privileges of incorporation. (pp. 22-23) Their governing 
boards are assigned full legal responsibility and authority to hold, 
control, and manage the assets and operations of the college or univer­
sity. They hold a mandate for the public welfare and are in very broad 
terms responsible to the society that makes their institutions possible. 
(Nason, 1974, p. 14; Rauh, 1969, p. 2)
While the demand that the business enterprise must share responsi­
bility for the public weal has arisen only in the latter half of the 
twentieth century, both public and private college or university trustees 
in America always were held to serve the needs of society, the state. In 
explaining the nature of the trustees' "public" trust, Metzger (1955) 
presented the following assertion of early twentieth century theorists: 
That all universities, private or state, belonged to the
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people as a whole; that the trustees were merely public ser­
vants, the professors public functionaries, the universities 
public properties....But the real public interest was not the 
same as the public opinion of the moment....It was something 
that transcended all the current and ephemeral forms of its 
expression.... The true will and need of the public....lies not 
in the public's own transient notions, but in something more 
nebulous and abstract....a mystique of the general will.
(pp. 125-126)
Metzger (pp. 135-136) also noted the view of the public will ex­
pressed in the 1915 Report of the Committee on Academic Freedom and Ten­
ure of the American Association of University Professors. In that view, 
the public will was "an abstraction called 'posterity'" (p. 136) not to 
be confused with contemporary opinion.
Heilbron (1973) presented a corresponding, if somewhat more con­
crete, view in the latter part of the twentieth century:
In the broader sense the trustee's trust is to perpetuate our
heritage for present and future generations.... It is con­
cerned with all civilization and with changing civilizations. 
Higher education deals with all ideas and all stages of being, 
past, present, and future. It studies and theorizes and fore­
warns regarding the future. It can help us prepare for the 
future. (p. 4)
As has been noted above, each nineteenth century business corpora­
tion was established for a specific goal and there was a clear, rational 
accountability relationship between the board of directors and the
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shareholders. In like manner, as Manne (1972, pp. 2-5) and Hofstadter 
(1955, pp. 148-149) explained, the colleges founded during the Colonial 
years and into the early nineteenth century were to serve the needs of 
the aristocracy of land and commerce with one specific goal. Further, 
the accountability relationship between trustees and donors, whether 
private or government, must have been similar in many ways to that be­
tween directors and shareholders. The specific goal of these early col­
leges and universities was to provide either doctrinal religious train­
ing or elitist liberal education to a select group of upper class, or 
deserving poor, students. Donors purchased a commodity— religious 
training— and trustees were to produce "at a specific and definite cost 
the largest amount possible of...[that] specific commodity" (Manne,
1972, p. 3). Donors, trustees, administration, faculty, and students 
alike found this resource allocation objective relatively simple and 
easy to understand; accordingly, they accepted the locus of authority in 
the trustees to control the three primary academic policies— who should 
attend under what circumstances, what should be taught, and who should 
do the teaching. The strength of the accountability relationship was 
based on the fact that the trustees either were donors, were selected by 
donors, or were in a very close relationship to donors.
However, there are no longer any accountability relationships in­
herent in the role of trusteeship (Rauh, 1969, p. 3). Just as the 
growth of business enterprise was accompanied by the disappearance of 
the nineteenth century relationship between director and stockholder as 
the basis for the rationale of directorship, so the expansion and growth 
of state university systems, especially after the Morrill Acts of 1862
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and 1890, resulted in the disappearance of the relationship between 
trustee and donor as the basis for the rationale of trusteeship. As 
Manne (1972, pp. 6-7) pointed out, the economic hold of donors on fac­
ulty was broken. Corson (1975, p. 17) and Nason (1974, p. 14) have com­
mented that trustees lacked both the time and a vital interest in the 
central problems. They lost touch with faculty and students when col­
leges and universities grew in size and became more complex, the role of 
higher education expanded, and faculties grew stronger. Trustees no 
longer concerned themselves with basic educational decisions but spent 
most of their efforts talking about matters relating to physical facili­
ties, financing, and public relations. So many generations of trustees 
have delegated the authority to do the most important things that admin­
istrations and faculties have come to contend that "powers once dele­
gated are now theirs by right" (p. 267).
Trustees, like directors of business corporations, have been criti­
cized strongly during the latter half of this century for failing to 
function. Zwingle and Mayville (1974) reviewed and analyzed the criti­
cisms and complaints about governing boards in the unprecedented liter­
ature since 1965 (pp. 1-6). They predicted that boards would be on the 
defensive indefinitely unless they adopted effective guidelines for ac­
countability derived from clearly defined institutional purposes on the 
basis of which results of performance could be communicated. Corson 
(1979) criticized board members for ignoring the public weal while push­
ing for expansion in terms of more buildings and new programs at the 
prodding of ambitious faculties, presidents with political aspirations, 
pressure groups seeking certification for advancement, and local
14
interests trying to expand their community with a larger university 
(p. 22).
While having been subjected to hostility and criticism during the 
sixties and seventies, governing boards of higher educational institu­
tions still were supported strongly by both national organizations work­
ing with higher education and individuals observing higher education 
from a national point of view. According to these supporters, the board 
of trustees, consisting of independent and committed lay members, con­
tinued to be essential to the independence of the educational institu­
tion itself and to the stability of the local campus. It provided bet­
ter governance than any group either inside the educational organization 
or outside. Their backers have said that governing boards hold the fu­
ture of higher education in the American culture; their role and their 
decisions have become crucial to their institutions, to the entire fab­
ric of American education, and to every facet of American society. Even 
in multi-campus systems, the local campus governing board should be pre­
served with a significant and genuine voice in governance; a board re­
sponsible for several distinct local campuses is unlikely to be able to 
give the continuous support needed by the campus chief executive for ef­
fective performance. Professionals generally, as well as board chair­
men, have agreed that the lay board is definitely a workable governance 
mechanism and have strongly rejected the notion that it is no longer an 
appropriate instrument for institutional governance. (AAHE Opinion 
Poll, 1972, p. 31; Carnegie Commission, 1973, pp. 2, 32; Nason, 1974, 
p. 15; Ray, 1979, pp. 6-9; Zwingle & Mayville, 1974, pp. 40, 42, 45)
While higher educational boards, like business boards, have
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received strong votes of confidence in an atmosphere of criticism and 
hostility, the forces for change in the role of trustees evidently have 
had more far-reaching effects than the forces influencing boards of di­
rectors during the 1960s and 1970s. State governments have eliminated 
local campus boards and replaced them with state-wide control boards; 
the percentage of colleges and universities with local campus boards of 
trustees declined from 70 percent to 30 percent between 1940 and the 
mid-seventies. Even in the 1970s, state governors and legislators were 
still subject to the temptation to merge state coordinating boards and 
governing boards into one overall governing board; during the early 
1970s this happened in five states and was expected to continue. (Car­
negie Foundation, 1976, p. 85; Millett, 1975, p. 28) However, the shift 
of power and decision-making authority to state boards of control was 
only a part of the shift of influence away from the local campus board. 
There were shifts of powers to many so-called anonymous leaders affect­
ing the direction of higher education both outside and inside the insti­
tution— outside among a large number of agencies of the state and Fed­
eral governments-which were becoming more involved with higher educa­
tion, and inside the institutions among departments dealing with fi­
nance, planning, admissions, and other student affairs. (Glenny, 1973; 
Martorana, 1963, p. 93) The shifts of the centers of power from the 
boards of trustees to external state and Federal agencies and to admini­
strators, faculty, and students within the colleges and universities 
have resulted largely from the growing complexity of higher educational 
organizations and the increase and complexity in the number of constitu­
ents of higher education. Public interest groups have become more
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deeply concerned with many aspects of higher education— the effects of 
higher education on the growing mass of population, the expanding costs 
of higher education, and a broadening view of higher education's role in 
the solution of social problems. Thus, coincident with the evolution of 
American society into a society of institutions, the higher educational 
board of trustees has become more and more incapable of finding deci­
sions that will be in the best public interest of all constituencies si­
multaneously (Wilson, 1975, pp. 28-29).
Twentieth-century expectations of, and demands on, boards of 
trustees also were changing during the 1960s and 1970s more extensively 
than were those related to boards of directors. Nason (1974) contrasted 
the traditional expectations of boards of trustees with the new demands. 
Traditional expectations included (a) selecting, sustaining and, when 
necessary, firing the president; (b) maintaining the solvency of the in­
stitution; (c) maintaining and expanding the physical plant; (d) main­
taining good public relations between the college or university and its 
various external constituencies (pp. 15-17).
The new demands identified by Nason for the board of trustees could 
be grouped into two categories. The first included demands under the 
heading of a review function similar to that ascribed originally to 
business boards— (a) seeing to it that the faculty and administration 
clarify the educational purposes and (b) assessing the performance of 
the college or university in terms of the achievement of purposes, the 
nature of the student and student life, the range and quality of in­
structional efforts, and the effectiveness of the administration. The 
other group of new demands strengthened the community relations task
into one similar to that more recently expected of business boards—
(a) acting as a bridge between the community and the campus to interpret 
social needs to campus groups; (b) preserving the independence of the 
institution, by fighting for what clearly represents the public interest 
and against undue encroachments based on the immediate whims or desires 
of public constituencies; (c) acting as the court of final appeal in un­
resolved conflicts within the institution itself with the decision of 
the board being subject to appeal only in the courts or through legisla­
tive lobbying; and (d) assessing its own performance in terms of such 
questions as what the board should be doing, how it should be done, and 
what is the best membership mix for the board. (pp. 17-23)
The middle decades of the twentieth century thus have been a time 
of diffusion of the traditional powers of higher educational governing 
boards, increases in pressures to multiply the purposes of their insti­
tutions, and calls for taking on new tasks and renewing their authority 
and influence.
Conflicting Views from the Press Will Rogers' admission that "All I 
know is what I read in the papers" expresses a basic fact. The typical 
American citizen forms judgments about most issues and institutions in 
society, at least in part, from what the press has to say about them.
And higher educational governing boards have been described during the 
decade of the seventies in conflicting terms in the press either di­
rectly or by implication. Reported views of those speaking for higher 
education nationally have expressed conflict and confusion; and press 
reports about what governing boards do have appeared to conflict with 
what those who speak for governing boards say.
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Reported views of State officials and of college officials in Vir­
ginia also have seemed to differ as to the role of governing boards.
State officials have been stressing such issues as cost savings, more 
accountability, and tighter management. Press reports have described 
board members and presidents, however, as complaining about loss of au­
tonomy, lowering of quality as a result of excessive controls, and State 
interference in college administration. And yet, how much do the boards 
invite interference? How ready are they to protect and strengthen their 
autonomy? And how much room do they have to move?
One national report described how recognized leaders debated but 
failed to resolve conflicting views about who "should have the primary 
role in determining higher education policy" (Middleton, 1980, p. 7).
In one strongly supported view, there should be more control from state­
wide agencies, more involvement by elected officials, and strong state­
wide coordination or governance to stop "short-term competition, confu­
sion, and inefficiency" (p. 7). Others said (a) shift to central con­
trol has gone too far and has undermined governing boards and admini­
strations, (b) problems facing higher education are going to have to 
be solved by the individual institutions, and (c) decision-making needs 
to be decentralized.
In another national press report (Jacobson, 1977, p. 7), a group of 
university and state officials from Nebraska and elsewhere agreed that a 
basic conflict exists between the perceived need for autonomy and the 
legislative appropriations process. Even though bolstered by the courts, 
and with constitutional mandates in some states, universities more and 
more are being forced to soften demands for autonomy as budgetary
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concerns override all other issues and legislatures demand more account­
ability and more cost-consciousness.
In Virginia, press reports have portrayed clear differences of 
views about the duties, responsibilities, and performance of governing 
boards. Legislators have questioned whether administrations or facul­
ties were running the colleges and universities and whether the govern­
ing boards were doing their jobs "or just being rubber stamps" (Kale, 
1978, p. B-l). The State Secretaries of Education and of Administration 
and Finance were reported (Cox, 1980a) to have said (a) the legislative 
and executive branches set policy and appropriate funds which the col­
leges are expected to expend within established guidelines; (b) boards 
have been passive for many years, characterized by poor attendance, lack 
of organization and necessary staff, and failure of their colleges in 
long-range planning; (c) as a result, the State stepped in to "fill the 
power vacuum" (p. B-l) but now is ready to turn management back to the 
colleges and universities; and (d) the State administration perhaps 
should become involved in program evaluation but this could be assigned 
to the higher educational Council. In another, later report (Cox, 
1980b), the Secretary of Education "termed the 1980s the 'decade of the 
trustee'" (p. D-l) and the Governor referred to boards as "independent 
bodies...determining overall policy" (p. D-l). Nevertheless, the Gov­
ernor, the Attorney General, and the Secretary of Education also were 
reported to have said that both the legislature and the executive branch 
share responsibility with boards for running the public colleges and the 
line of demarcation for this responsibility is sometimes unclear 
(p. D-4). In a still later editorial (Academic Morality, 1980), the
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Secretary of Education and a committee appointed to develop guidelines 
for trustees were reported to have agreed that boards are responsible 
for "preserving a high moral tone for their institutions" (p. A-14), 
for maintaining the integrity of their institutions, and for protecting 
them against undue influences both internal and external.
Reports of the views of presidents of Virginia colleges and univer­
sities portrayed different positions from those reported for State of­
ficials. One report (Cox, 1976, p. A-l) presented a list of issues sub­
mitted by the presidents to the Governor, including (a) chaos, confu­
sion, and frequent dismay at the level of the college or university be­
cause of the conflicting roles of the administration, governing boards, 
and State agencies; (b) the growing of the higher educational Council 
from a coordinating agency to a mature superboard; (c) the erosion of 
institutional autonomy accompanied by damage to the diversified higher 
educational system of the State; and (d) uncertainty about where author­
ity and responsibility for programs should be. In another, later report 
(Cox, 1980a), presidents said that the executive branch "has turned it­
self into a kind of superboard" and that some of the legislation from 
the General Assembly amounts to "meddling in management" (p. B-l).
Still later, the presidents were reported (Cox, 1980b) both (a) to have 
agreed with the higher educational Council, with some hints of reserva­
tion, that the Council ought to "get into the ticklish program-evalua- 
tion business" (p. D-4); and (b) to be viewing the state-level program 
budgeting, being implemented by budget planners under the direction of 
the Secretary of Administration and Finance pursuant to General Assembly 
decree, as being equivalent to a superboard.
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Members of governing boards in Virginia were reported (Cox, 1980b, 
pp. D-l, D-4) to have objected with the presidents to intrusions by the 
State. They complained about the erosion of board authority and per­
ceived threats from State bureaucrats. They said that too much direc­
tion has come from the State and that boards are competent to manage 
their institutions within set guidelines so interference by the State 
should be kept to a minimum. And they were reported (a) to be planning 
to express their views to candidates for the next election for governor, 
(b) to believe they have clout and are responsible for managing their 
institutions, and (c) to believe that '"the major issue is the erosion 
and loss of autonomy of the boards of visitors'" (p. D-4).
Press reports of an episode in establishing state-wide public higher 
educational policy in Virginia during the late 1970s illustrated two im­
portant contrasts. First, the Governor, on the one hand, said that 
boards of visitors were independent policy-making bodies with the legal 
authority for their respective colleges and universities but, on the 
other hand, unilaterally negotiated and closed an agreement on a deseg­
regation plan with the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 
The plan would affect significantly the hiring and admissions policies 
and the academic programs of each public college and university; however, 
the agreement was closed without the participation of either the boards 
of visitors or the State Council of Higher Education. Second, there had 
been strong controversy between the two previous Governors and the De­
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare about affirmative action for 
equal opportunity in Virginia public higher education. This should have 
provided ample warning of the impending crisis to the very boards of
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visitors and presidents who, at the same time, were intensifying their 
protests against what they saw as the erosion of their independence and 
authority to make decisions. No instances were reported in which boards 
of visitors either initiated efforts to participate in the development 
of the desegregation plan for their colleges and universities or ob­
jected to not having been involved. The reports of events following the 
Governor's agreeing to the plan created a picture of confusion, conflict, 
and even coercion among the leaders of public higher education in Vir­
ginia. In the negotiations with the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, the Attorney General and the Secretary of Education were 
the Governor's principals; the State Council of Higher Education pro­
tested at having not been included in a policy-making role and advised 
the Governor that it was "displeased at being pushed into the back seat" 
(Cox, 1978e, p. A-7). The governing boards of two universities in the 
same city, one predominately black and the other predominately white, 
suddenly were forced to appoint task forces to find agreement to switch 
academic programs. The Governor had proposed to the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, without having first consulted the uni­
versities, that instead of merging them, programs be transferred in 
order to gain federal approval of the state-wide desegregation plan for 
higher education. The Governor was reported also to have let it be 
known that he might not reappoint eligible board members of these two 
universities who opposed the transfer of programs. Once agreement on 
the full plan had been reached, the Governor signed it before present­
ing it to the individual boards and told the Department of Health, Edu­
cation, and Welfare that the boards and the higher educational Council
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would have to review the plan before approving it. He appointed the At­
torney General and Secretary of Education to visit and "try to sell col­
lege boards of visitors on the merits of the...plan" (Cox, 1978b, 
p. A-l). The Governor had warned the presidents that any college or uni­
versity refusing to accept his state-wide desegregation plan could be 
faced with orders from the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
to cut off funds to that institution. (Cox, 1978a, p. A-3; 1978b, 
p. A-l; 1978c, p. B-3; 1978d, pp. B-l, B-8; 1978e, p. A-7)
Another press series reported the uncertainty, conflict, and ulti­
mate disaster when the Board of Visitors of a public comprehensive col­
lege in Virginia vacated its legal responsibility and authority and 
failed to require its members to exercise personal discretion in speak­
ing out publicly in ways potentially damaging to the college. The Pres­
ident was reported to have been accused by a special grand jury of neg­
ligence in supervising the purchasing practices of the college. The 
President then joined with the Governor of Virginia in calling for a 
management probe of his college. The management study was conducted, 
and the report prepared, by a team of management specialists appointed 
by the Governor. There was no report that the Board of Visitors (a) ex­
ercised any initiative upon learning of the investigation or findings of 
the grand jury; (b) was involved in the decisions to conduct a manage­
ment study, to determine the subject or direction of the study, or to 
set the qualifications of the management experts; or (c) registered any 
objection at not being consulted. Among the findings reported for the 
study were "that the...board of visitors...has failed to provide the 
'direction and oversight' demanded of it in Virginia statutes" (Cox,
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1979b, p. A-3) and that Board members were "unsure of their role and 
authority, insufficiently involved in college academic planning and 
lacking the timely information said to be necessary for decision-making" 
(Cox & Clement, 1979, p. A-3). The report of the study was delivered 
first to the President for response and then to the Board. Again, there 
was no reported objection by the Board to this order of reporting. Be­
fore the study report was made public to the Board of Visitors by the 
management team, however, individual Board members were reported in the 
press to have stated (a) that the study report was so damaging that the 
President was likely to have to vacate his position; (b) that the Board 
should become more aware, and more forthright and assume its legal re­
sponsibility; (c) that the Board members were aware that the President 
tried to exert influence over members of the faculty and administration 
who met privately with the management study team but that the Board had 
not directed the President to do so; and (d) that the Board had been un­
informed about what was going on in the administration but was beginning 
to learn of poor morale, of weaknesses in personality traits of the 
President, and of a degeneration of trust and reliability in relations 
between the President and his staff. (Cox, 1979a, pp. A-l, A-4; 1979b, 
pp. A-l, A-3; Cox & Clement, 1979, pp. A-l, A-3)
Conflicting Views— National Literature The two episodes from press 
reports presented above suggest two broad issues about which there are 
conflicting views. Perhaps similar dilemmas may be faced by governing 
boards of colleges and universities throughout the nation since one 
issue concerns the authority, influence, and usefulness of boards in so­
ciety outside the institution, and the other concerns the process by
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which boards carry out their governing functions.
In regard to the issue of role in society, writers of the early 
1970s expressed different views on the importance of lay governing 
boards both to higher education as an institution and to society.
Glenny (1973), Manne (1972), and Perkins (1973b) said in effect that 
boards had become, or were becoming, feckless. In Glenny's view, "ex­
pectations [of trustees] for leadership in policy formulation are di­
rected at persons who are no longer in positions to exercise it" (p. 30). 
Manne's forecast for boards of trustees was, "that group seems well on 
its way to near-impotence" (p. 8). Perkins predicted that, as their sub­
jection to pressure and influence from both external coordinating forces 
and internal constituencies increased, boards would be reduced to rati­
fying decisions made by other campus groups rather than making decisions 
themselves and would lose their ability both as spokesmen for state and 
society and as protector of the university from outside pressures 
(pp. 258-259).
In contrast, Kerr (1974) viewed "the period ahead...[as] one call­
ing for more leadership by trustees and more active participation by 
them" (p. 2); and Nason (1974, p. 1) saw the governing board with a more 
important role than at any previous time in the twentieth century. The 
Carnegie Commission (1973) cited evidence that boards had provided good 
governance and continued to be essential to effective governance (p. 32) 
and predicted "a renaissance of their influence" (p. 34).
Concerning the processes by which trustees carry out their role,
Rauh (1969, pp. 1-3) saw much of the confusion and uneasiness of the 
trustee role emerging from the interaction of two fundamental
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characteristics— (a) the distinguishing characteristic of lay control 
wherein the so-called layman, contrary to custom and tradition, is be­
coming as fully competent to judge output of the educational process as 
the professional as he administers the educational function, carries out 
classroom instruction, or engages in research; and (b) the exceedingly 
broad nature of the dual legal responsibilities of the position to both 
manage the institution and hold the assets in trust. Getzels, Lipham, 
and Campbell (1968, p. 360), Martorana (1963, p. 57), and Rauh (1969,
pp. 5-6) have pointed out that the duties and powers legally ascribed to
boards generate pressure on them to participate in the administration of 
internal affairs. Both the confusion about the role of the board and
the risk of others taking over the board's role arise from the lack of a
clear distinction between making policy and implementing policy, espe­
cially in the light of the superficial and unhelpful exhortation to 
trustees that they should make policy but the administration should im­
plement policy. Essentially, this is the problem of delegation. While 
operating authority to implement policy held by the president, faculty, 
and students flows from the governing board, Hornby (1975) has noted 
that little guidance for delegating the legal powers of the trustees is 
provided in the enabling legislation and "those familiar with the pro­
cesses of higher education will suggest that these delegations are hap­
hazard and poorly documented" (p. 291).
An analysis of the same problem from a different point of view led 
Dominguez (1973) to observe that first-rate faculty members and students 
are not likely to be attracted to a college or university affording them 
little say over educational and administrative policies affecting them.
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Therefore, internal constituencies of the board must have:
either the actual governing authority over issues that per­
tain to them, with a review board that oversees the general 
activities and commitments of the institution, or...[inte­
gration] in a governing board where all internal and external 
constituencies battle it out. (p. 8)
Thus, views nationally express wide differences about both the power 
and usefulness of trustees in higher education generally and the way in 
which boards should conduct the affairs of their responsibility and 
authority.
Conflicting Views— Virginia Documents That Virginia is troubled by 
the broad areas of conflict described for boards nationally is suggested 
strongly by the episodes from press reports described earlier. However, 
official documents dealing with public higher education in Virginia seem 
to imply an even more fundamental conflict about the role of the board 
of visitors.
The basic question can be posed as— Who are the trustees of Virginia 
public higher education? Do the boards of visitors hold the public trust 
for Virginia "to perpetuate our heritage for present and future genera­
tions" (Heilbron, 1973, p. 4) or do others, such as the State Council of 
Higher Education, hold the mandate for protecting and advancing the real 
public interest? Is each board of visitors thus responsible only for the 
welfare of its own college or university within a larger system which the 
board is not expected either to be concerned for or to try to influence?
The State Council of Higher Education for Virginia has said that its 
own responsibility is to represent the public interest and the
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responsibility of the boards of visitors is limited to the welfare of 
their respective colleges and universities— incomplete segments of a 
whole system.
According to the Council,
the objective of a state-wide board should be to organize the 
total higher educational system in a way which fosters the in­
dividuality of institutions which meet differing aspects of a 
state's total need, while at the same time accomplishing state­
wide objectives and observing state-wide priorities and poli­
cies. (1974, p. 44)
In this view, most of the knowledgeable lay persons participating 
in the development of higher education are committed to representing the 
interests of the individual colleges and universities and to enhancing 
their well-being and a smaller but important number represent societal 
interests through concern with state-wide policy matters. Thus, the co­
ordinated structure balances the real public interest with the interests 
of the individual colleges and universities. (The State Council, 1973, 
pp. 3, 12)
In clear contrast to the position of the Council, the great major­
ity of boards of visitors have expressed their concern for the welfare 
of the people throughout the State and, in some cases, the nation and 
even beyond national bounds. They have expressed commitments to pro­
vide higher education in a fully comprehensive way with regard to the 
three basic functions of teaching, research, and service. These com­
mitments have been set out in the most widely publicized official state­
ments of the boards— their academic bulletins.
According to bulletins for the years 1978-1982, 13 of the 14 Vir­
ginia boards expressed their mission in geographical terms. Of these 13, 
only four limited the geographical scope of their primary missions to 
their respective regions, and two of the four cited the State as a whole 
as a secondary theater. Six college and university boards specified the 
State as their primary geographical theater; of these, one cited the na­
tional theater also as primary and, along with two others, indicated an 
international educational mission as secondary. One board considered its 
mission national in scope. The boards of two comprehensive doctoral uni­
versities, though neither specifically mentioned a geographical mission, 
could hardly be denied State-wide, national, and international scope.
One primarily undergraduate college board was silent as to geographical 
scope.
Twelve of the 14 boards presented their undergraduate teaching mis­
sions as comprehensive programs; another board placed what appeared to 
be a comprehensive undergraduate program for young men within a strict 
military setting; and the remaining board clearly expressed its teaching 
mission, with some hint of restraint, as that of a highly personalized, 
undergraduate liberal arts college. Only two college boards, including 
the one special-purpose military college for men noted above, did not 
mention graduate programs in their missions. Three of the remaining 12 
view their graduate missions as comprehensive and doctoral-level in 
scope; three have limited doctoral programs, of which one board seemed 
to intend to achieve comprehensive status in graduate degree offerings. 
The three boards of limited doctoral-level universities plus a fourth 
offer a comprehensive array of masters-level programs.
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The statements of academic mission of the boards for the functions 
of research and public service were consistent with, and complementary 
of, those for teaching and scope. Altogether, they offered a sharp con­
trast to the view of the purpose of boards expressed in fragmented and 
inward-looking terms by the State Council of Higher Education.
The Constitution of Virginia (1971) provided for public higher edu­
cation in the Commonwealth and in doing so suggested support for a view 
of board responsibility which included a primary responsibility for the 
public good. Pertinent provisions are:
That free government rests, as does all progress upon the 
broadest possible diffusion of knowledge (Art. I, Sec. 15)
and
The General Assembly may provide for the establishment, main­
tenance, and operation of any educational institutions which 
are desirable for the intellectual, cultural, and occupational 
development of the people of this Commonwealth. The gover­
nance of such institutions, and the status and powers of their 
boards of visitors or other governing bodies, shall be as pro­
vided by law. (Art. VIII, Sec. 9)
Thus, it apparently was the institutions, or, more particularly, 
the legally established corporate boards of visitors provided by the 
General Assembly, and not the General Assembly itself or its other agen­
cies, which were designated by the Constitution to satisfy the desires 
"for the intellectual, cultural, and occupational development of the 
people of this Commonwealth."
The position of the General Assembly is less clear on the question
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of the site of responsibility for the public interest in higher educa­
tion. The legislation which created the boards of visitors (VA. CODE 
ANN., 1980 Repl. Vol., Sec. 23-39 to 23-191) conferred upon them general 
corporate powers and specific broad powers both to hold and control prop­
erty and to generally manage and direct the affairs of their respective 
institutions with no mention of a state-wide responsibility for the pub­
lic interest. In addition, no qualifications for membership were set 
forth beyond provisions for most, but not all, boards to have limitations 
on the number of members who are not residents of Virginia, on the mini­
mum number of alumni members, and on the minimum number of nominations by 
alumni to fill each vacancy. In contrast, the legislation which created 
the State Council of Higher Education for Virginia (VA. CODE ANN., 1980 
Repl. Vol., Sec. 23-9.3 to 23-9.14) clearly specified a state-wide pur­
pose for the Council "to promote the development and operation of an edu­
cationally and economically sound, vigorous, progressive, and coordina­
ted system of higher education" (Sec. 23-9.3(a)). Members of the Council 
are to be appointed without regard to political affiliation but with due 
regard to geographical representation; they are to be selected for abil­
ity and are considered to represent the interests of the State as a whole 
(Sec. 23-9.3(b)). By these provisions, the General Assembly seemed to 
support the view of the State Council of Higher Education that each 
board was to attend to the welfare of its particular college or univer­
sity and leave concerns of society to the Council.
However, provisions were made in the legislation creating the Coun­
cil which also indicated that boards were expected to take a broader, if
not a state-wide view. The Council was given authority to approve or
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disapprove mission statements and new academic units of existing pub­
licly controlled colleges and universities; that governing boards were 
expected to consider state-wide and societal concerns was implied, how­
ever, by the invitation to boards to by-pass the Council which may be 
found in the restraints which (a) withhold from Council the authority 
to alter any mission adopted by the General Assembly (Sec. 23-9.6:1(b)) 
and (b) prohibit the disapproval by Council of an academic unit "created 
and established by the General Assembly," (Sec. 23-9.6:1(g)). Boards 
also may appear before the governor, his budget advisory committee, the 
General Assembly, or any committee thereof at any time to support the 
budget requests of a particular institution (Sec. 23-9.9). Additional 
legislative encouragement for boards to carry out their corporate re­
sponsibilities with a primary concern for the public interest was im­
plied in the provisions authorizing boards to undertake projects for any 
and all types of property "required by, or convenient to, the purposes 
of an educational institution" (Sec. 23-15). The acquisition and man­
agement of any such property "are in all respects for the benefit of the 
people of Virginia, for the increase of their pleasure, knowledge and 
welfare and for the dissemination of education among them" (Sec. 23-25).
Thus, there appears to be wide disagreement about whether, and to 
what extent, individual college and university boards of visitors are 
to be directly responsible for the public good. This disagreement ap­
pears to exist between the boards and the State Council of Higher Edu­
cation for Virginia. The disagreement also seems to be present in the 
legislation which established the boards and the Council.
This disagreement indicates that a clear and complete understanding
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of the role of the board of visitors does not exist among leading deci­
sion-makers in Virginia who are, or should be, concerned with this ques­
tion. The present study approached this problem by attempting to iden­
tify and explain differences in the views about the role of the board 
among those who are looked to for decisions on public senior higher edu­
cation in Virginia on a state-wide basis.
These persons are in positions of leadership. They have the re­
sponsibility to a significant degree for determining the objectives to 
which the results of their own work should contribute. In addition, 
each is expected to make decisions which affect both the performance and 
the educational potential of public senior higher education on a state­
wide basis. For the present study, these persons taken as a whole were 
defined as the population of leaders in decision-making in Virginia pub­
lic senior higher education. The positions which they occupied and the 
relationships between them were defined as constituting the system of 
leadership in decision-making for state-wide public senior higher educa­
tion in Virginia. The system included the following six distinct posi­
tions associated with public senior higher education in Virginia:
1. President of a senior college or university.
2. Member of a board of visitors.
3. Member of the General Assembly of Virginia.
4. Member of the State Council of Higher Education.
5. Member of the professional staff of the Council.
6 . Holder of one of the selected official positions of the
Executive branch with significant responsibilities for 
public higher education.
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For ready reference, the persons occupying these positions usually will 
be referred to as higher educational leaders.
Statement of the Problem and Research Questions
The problem which was investigated in this study is whether, in 
what ways, and why views of the role of members of boards of visitors 
of the public colleges and universities of Virginia differ among higher 
educational leaders in the Commonwealth. The purpose of this investiga­
tion was to add to the store of knowledge and understanding about visi­
tors and thus to contribute to improving the way decisions are made af­
fecting the direction of public higher education in the Commonwealth.
The problem is a broad one and many questions and issues are sug­
gested by which it can be explored. For example, are the views about 
the visitor's role influenced by the position occupied by the higher 
educational leader holding those views? Are the views held by higher 
educational leaders about the authority which visitors should exercise 
in decision-making influenced by the nature of the decisions? Is there 
stronger agreement among higher educational leaders about some aspects 
of the visitor's role than about others? Are the views about the visi­
tor's role held by higher educational leaders influenced by their per­
sonal attributes?
Hypotheses
Impressions about possible answers to these and other questions 
which are concerned with clarifying the role of the visitor can be 
obtained by gathering survey data. However, more objective conclusions 
can be obtained if the validity of the study is strengthened by tests 
of hypotheses. Hence, seven hypotheses were tested. They are
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representative of the propositions suggested by the general questions 
posed above. The results of these tests were the principal basis for 
the conclusions of the present study. The hypotheses are as follows:
1. Members of governing boards will assign more responsibility to 
their own position than other higher educational leaders will assign to 
it.
2. A greater degree of obligation of governing boards toward 
another position will be expressed by higher educational leaders if they 
deal directly with persons in that position than if they do not. Certain 
higher educational leaders deal directly with persons in positions within 
their organizations with whom other higher educational leaders do not 
deal. For instance, presidents deal directly with faculty as a routine 
part of their responsibilities while members of the Council of Higher 
Education do not.
3. In defining the lines of authority in a state-wide system of 
higher education, governing board members are more likely to reject a 
potential by-pass of the authority of the board than are other higher 
educational leaders involved in the by-pass.
4. A positive relationship exists between the level of technical 
competence required to make a valid decision and the extent to which 
higher educational leaders favor having governing boards share authority 
for that decision with the administration, faculty, and students.
5. Higher educational leaders who identify with different external 
systems will express expectations for governing board members which are 
influenced by their different identifications. Specific external sys­
tems would include (a) persons concerned for the real public interest,
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(b) professional educators, (c) the electorate, and (d) the central 
state bureaucracy.
6 . Higher educational leaders will agree more strongly about the 
importance of prerequisite attributes of governing board members than 
about what they should do in carrying out their tasks.
7. Among higher educational leaders, significant relationships 
exist between views of shared authority on campus and the leaders1 per­
sonal attributes, such as age, sex, educational level, attitudes on aca­
demic freedom, and,political orientation.
Theoretical Framework
Selected findings from the works of The Carnegie Commission on 
Higher Education (1973), Davis and Batchelor (1974), DeFiore (1971), 
Gross, Mason, and McEachern (1958), Hartnett (1969, 1970), and Pal- 
tridge, Hurst, and Morgan (1973) formed the theoretical framework for 
this study. A summary of these findings is presented below. It is ar­
ranged according to the hypotheses stated in the preceding section.
First, however, there are several terms which were used in this 
study in ways which may differ from, or be more restrictive than, their 
ordinary usage. They are defined as follows:
Position. A position is the duly designated occupational location 
of a person or group of persons within, or with a relationship to, pub­
lic senior higher education in Virginia. A position may be either full­
time or part-time and may be filled either by appointment or election.
Counter position. A counter position is another position in the 
organizational system with which the position being studied may have a 
working relationship.
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Visitor. A visitor is a person in the position of member of the 
governing board of any public senior college or university provided for 
through legislation by the General Assembly of Virginia.
Board of visitors. The board of visitors is the designated title 
for the governing corporation established for each of the public senior 
colleges and universities which are provided for by legislation in Vir­
ginia.
Role. A role is "a set of expectations, or...a set of evaluative 
standards applied to an incumbent of a particular position" (Gross et 
al., 1958, p. 60). The visitor's role was the subject of the present 
study.
Higher educational leader. For purposes of the present study, a 
higher educational leader is any of those persons in positions of lead­
ership in Virginia who possess two characteristics by virtue of their 
positions. First, they have the responsibility to a significant degree 
for determining the objectives which the results of their own work 
should benefit. Second, they are expected to make decisions from time 
to time which affect both the performance and the educational potential 
of public senior higher education on a state-wide basis.
Leadership system. The system of leadership in decision-making for 
state-wide public senior higher education in Virginia is composed of the 
positions occupied by persons defined as higher educational leaders and 
the relationships between these positions. Specifically, these positions 
are (a) president of a senior college or university, (b) member of a 
board of visitors, (c) member of the General Assembly of Virginia,
(d) member of the State Council of Higher Education, (e) member of the
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professional staff of the Council, and (f) holder of one of the selected 
official positions of the Executive branch with significant responsibil­
ities for public higher education.
The theoretical background for each of the hypotheses of the pres­
ent study now will be described.
One expectation for a role is the degree of authority to be exerted 
by the occupant. The first hypothesis is concerned with this expecta­
tion. Hartnett (1969), DeFiore (1971), and Gross et al. (1958) reported 
results of research which showed that members of public-controlled 
school boards will assign more responsibility to their own position than 
persons occupying related positions will assign to it. Hartnett con­
cluded that "trustees generally favor a hierarchical system in which de­
cisions are made at the top and passed 'down'" (1969, p. 31); he found 
public college and university trustees assigning to themselves major 
authority for 10 of 16 decisions on matters other than finance and phys­
ical plant (p. 63). In a follow-up study, DeFiore found faculty mem­
bers willing to assign major authority to trustees on only one of the 
same 16 decisions (1971, p. 51). Similarly, in a study of school board 
members and school superintendents, Gross et al. (1958) found that, in 
specifying the division of responsibility between a subordinate and a 
superordinate, people in a formal organization will assign more responsi­
bility to their own position than people in other positions will assign 
to it (p. 123). Therefore, members of boards of visitors also could be 
expected to assign more responsibility to themselves than other higher 
educational leaders would assign to them.
The second hypothesis is concerned with how strongly a person
expresses obligations to another person in an organization. Gross et al. 
found that, when specifying the obligations of persons in an organiza­
tional role to persons in a counter, or related, position, those who 
deal directly with persons in the counter position will specify a signi­
ficantly greater degree of obligation than those who do not (1958, 
pp. 128-131). The data presented by DeFiore (1971) suggested, similarly, 
that trustees expressed obligations to faculty members and students to a 
lesser degree than did faculty members themselves, who were presumed to 
deal more directly with their peers and with students than were trustees 
(pp. 66, 71, 73, 77, 78, 114, 119). Thus, higher educational leaders 
can be expected to specify a greater degree of obligation for visitors 
to persons in a counter position if they deal directly with persons in 
that position than if they do not.
The third hypothesis considers how strongly persons in organiza­
tional roles believe that by-passing, or detouring around, a position of 
authority should be avoided when defining lines of authority. Conclu­
sive evidence has not been found in the literature of how persons in 
higher educational roles view this issue. However, the report of Davis 
and Batchelor (1974) indicated strong concern for this issue in relation 
to the interjacent position of the governing board between the college 
or university and the community. They found statistically significant 
positive relationships between presidents' ratings of their boards' 
effectiveness and their perceptions of the kind and extent of support 
their boards gave them (a) in interpreting policy to sources inside and 
outside the college or university, and (b) in defending the college or 
university and the president against critics (p. 68). DeFiore reported
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that making a place in colleges and universities for collective bargain­
ing, clearly a situation with potential for by-passing, was strongly fa­
vored by faculty members and generally opposed by trustees (1971, pp. 78, 
114, 119). As to public schools, however, Gross et al. found that, in 
defining the line of authority in a formal organization, both school 
superintendents and board members were "less likely to accept or more 
likely to reject a by-pass of their own position than those...whether 
subordinates or superordinates, who participate in the by-pass"
(p. 134). In view of these findings, it can be expected that governing 
board members will be more likely to reject a potential by-pass of their 
position than will other higher educational leaders who would partici­
pate in the by-pass.
The relationship between the technical competence required by a de­
cision and the readiness to have governing boards share authority for 
that decision is the concern of the fourth hypothesis. In the public 
school setting, Gross et al. found both superintendents and board mem­
bers to be more likely to assign greater responsibility to subordinates 
"for actions requiring greater technical competence than for actions re­
quiring less technical competence" (1958, p. 126). In U.S. colleges and 
universities, the research results of Hartnett (1969, pp. 45-47) and of 
Paltridge, Hurst, and Morgan (1973, pp. 32, 45) indicated that trustees 
tended to concentrate their actions on decisions related to business and 
finance, physical plant, and external affairs. Hartnett reported also 
that trustees were more likely to assign the greatest authority to 
faculty for decisions dealing with academic policy and to students for 
decisions dealing with student life (pp. 34, 64). Both DeFiore (1971,
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pp. 36-49) and The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education (1973, p. 90) 
also found strong faculty support for high trustee involvement in so- 
called non-educational decisions dealing with finance, physical plant, 
and external affairs and for low trustee involvement in so-called educa­
tional decisions dealing with academic policy and student affairs.
These findings lead to the speculation that both governing board members 
and other higher educational leaders will more strongly favor the assign­
ment of responsibility by the board to subordinate positions for deci­
sions requiring a greater degree of technical competence.
The fifth hypothesis proposes that persons in higher educational 
decision-making roles who identify with different external systems will 
hold different expectations for governing board members. Gross et al. 
found a significantly greater readiness to appropriate money for educa­
tion among superintendents than among school board members. Superinten­
dents were presumed to identify more closely with professional educators 
and school board members more closely with the community from which they 
are elected or appointed. This result was offered as evidence that peo­
ple in different positions in a formal organization, who identify with 
different external systems, will be influenced by the system with which 
they identify in expressing expectations for any role in the organiza­
tion (1958, pp. 132-133).
Hypothesis 6 is concerned with whether higher educational leaders 
are in closer agreement on qualifications for persons entering the role 
of governing board member than on what they ought to do once they are in 
the role. Gross et al. found among both school superintendents and 
board members that persons in a particular position as well as persons
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in the superordinate position will be in greater agreement on prerequi­
site qualifications for the position than on postrequisite expectations 
for the behavior of persons once they are in the position (1958, p. 150).
The seventh and final hypothesis proposes relationships between the 
personal attributes of higher educational leaders and their tendency to 
favor the sharing of authority by governing boards wit.h administration, 
faculty, and students. Hartnett (1970) reported that, among college and 
university governing board members, there were correlations between the 
likelihood of favoring both academic freedom and democratic governance 
and the following personal attributes— self-perceived political ideology, 
level of education, age, and sex (pp. 9-10). Gross et al. similarly 
found significant correlations between consensus within school boards on 
expectations held by members of their own and their superintendents' po­
sitions and the following personal attributes of board members and other 
factors— mean political-economic-conservatism score, religious affilia­
tion, motivation for seeking membership, proportion of women on the 
board, and size of the board (1958, pp. 195-206). An investigation is 
suggested by these findings into possible relationships between personal 
attributes of higher educational leaders and their views on the extent 
to which governing board members should share authority with subordinate 
positions.
It was the objective of this study, within the theoretical framework 
just described, to try to identify and explain significant relationships 
among the views of higher educational leaders concerning the role of the 
visitor in Virginia higher education. The overriding purpose was to in­
crease the understanding of this role as a basis for finding ways to
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improve chances for effective performance of senior public college and 
university governing boards in Virginia.
A Brief View of the Study
A review of the literature is presented in Chapter II. This in­
cludes a review of the views of the role of the governing board member 
in public higher education both nationally and in Virginia as well as a 
review of concepts of role analysis relevant to a study of the role of 
visitor in .Virginia public higher education. The design of the research 
is presented in Chapter III, including the identification and descrip­
tion of the population surveyed; an explanation of the instrumentation 
with reliability and validity considerations, data-gathering procedures, 
and scoring; a statistical statement of the hypotheses; and the analyt­
ical techniques employed. In Chapter IV, the data are presented within 
principal sections for (a) personal attributes of respondents, (b) pre­
ferred qualifications of nominees for board vacancies, (c") expected 
rights and duties of boards of visitors, and (d) major authority for se­
lected decisions. The analysis of the results of tests of the hypothe­
ses is presented in Chapter V. Finally, the summary and conclusions of 
this study are presented in Chapter VI along with a discussion of the 
findings in the light of previous research and implications for further 
research.
CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The purpose of the present study was to identify, analyze, and in­
terpret significant relationships among views of the role of the visi­
tor in Virginia public higher education held by decision-makers who ex­
ercise leadership in state-wide public higher education. The objectives 
of this chapter are (a) to identify in the literature the important ele­
ments in the various perceptions of the lay governing role in higher ed­
ucation nationally and to trace the evolution of those perceptions;
(b) to identify the important documented elements in the perceptions of 
the lay governing, or visitor, role in Virginia public senior higher ed­
ucation; and (c) to discuss the application of role analysis in the in­
vestigation of those perceptions. A sensitivity to potentials for con­
flict among perceptions is maintained consistent with the purpose of 
this study. Where the difference is important, attention is directed to 
public college and university boards.
There are three main sections in this chapter. They are (a) the 
governing board member's role in public higher education nationally,
(b) the governing board member's (visitor's) role in Virginia public 
higher education, and (c) role analysis concepts and the visitor's role.
The Governing Board Member’s Role 
in Public Higher Education Nationally 
As discussed in Chapter I, American colleges and universities have 
been created under the powers reserved to the various states by the 
Tenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States. The legal
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authority to control and ultimately to be accountable for these institu­
tions has almost always been vested in boards of nonresident laypersons, 
most often termed trustees. Each board, together with the president, 
has formed a comparatively strong point of campus-wide power between the 
faculty of the institution and the central state government. Boards of 
laypersons governed the earliest Colonial colleges in America. This 
style of institutional governance has evolved without interruption to 
its present dominant status and distinguished American higher education 
from that of most other countries. (Alexander & Solomon, 1972, pp. 21, 
40; Carnegie Commission, 1973, p. 6; Glenny & Dalglish, 1973, p. 175; 
Hendrickson & Mangum, 1977, p. 5; Hofstadter & Smith, 1961, pp. 312-313) 
The trustee's role in public higher education in America will be 
reviewed both in terms of historical milestones in the evolution of that 
role and in terms of current perspectives on that role.
Historical Milestones
The evolution of the trustee's role has been an integral part of 
the major stages or milestones in the development of American higher ed­
ucation. Thus, the discussion of the development of the lay trustee's 
role, after touching on its medieval roots, is organized within a frame­
work of time periods during which important events occurred in American 
higher education,: the Colonial era, the period during and after the
American Revolution, the early and the late nineteenth century periods, 
and the early and late twentieth century periods.
Medieval Roots The patterns of control from the Old World which were 
adopted for the Colonial colleges in America, as nearly as can be deter­
mined, date back to the twelfth century in Italy where lay governance
grew out of administrative boards established at universities in Bologna 
and other city-states to pay the salaries of dissatisfied faculties who 
had appealed to the civil authorities because their employers, the pow­
erful student guilds, did not want to pay them. After the Protestant 
Reformation, the pattern of layperson control was characteristic of uni­
versities in Holland and Scotland where religious and educational policy 
was in the hands of lay elders. John Calvin's Genevan Academy, a major 
theological influence among the American colonists, used the lay govern­
ing board concept. This became the model of governance for the typical 
early college in the New World. (Hull, 1973, pp. 24-26; Zwingle, 1980, 
p. 16)
The Colonial Era Four factors compelled the use of lay trusteeship 
as the dominant and lasting device for governing the American Colonial 
colleges: the purposes of the colleges, the influence of the Church,
the need for financial support, and the lack of mature scholars.
The principal purpose of the American Colonial college was to serve 
the social and political purposes of frontier communities by providing 
them with the disciplined leadership and the well-behaved citizenry nec­
essary for orderly growth and development. Thus, as noted in the Chap­
ter I section on The College and University Board, the specific goal of 
producing a literate, college-trained clergy and a lettered, well-man­
nered people trained in the orthodox Christian tradition of the day was 
sufficient basis for donors, faculty, administrators, and trustees alike 
to understand and accept the unquestioned power and authority of lay 
trustees to control who should attend under what circumstances, what 
should be taught, and who should do the teaching. (Brubacher & Rudy,
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1976, p. 6; Hofstadter, 1955, pp. 123-124; Manne, 1972, pp. 2-5; Rudolph, 
1962, pp. 6-7; Tewksbury, 1932, p. 1)
The influence of the Church on the American Colonial colleges was 
derived principally from the Protestant Reformation, of which they were 
products. The independence and freedom of the established Church had 
been challenged and the lay role in church government was favored. The 
lay role became the model for college governance with clergymen dominat­
ing many boards because of church sponsorship. (Hofstadter, 1955, 
pp. 121-123; Zwingle, 1980, p. 16)
Long, careful, financial nurture was needed to assure the continua­
tion of these frontier colleges (Hofstadter, 1955, p. 123). Support 
from their communities was a common "expression of deep community feel­
ing as to the rightness of establishing such institutions of learning 
within the colonies" (Hull, 1973, p. 26). The sweeping powers exercised 
over these colleges by lay boards reflected a dependence on private 
benefactions which assured sensitivity to lay opinion (Hofstadter, 1955, 
p. 123).
Finally, since faculties had not yet been created in the fledgling 
Colonial society, only citizens were available to hold the royal charter 
of a college. They continued to do so because the early American col­
leges for over a century and a half were mostly staffed by the academic 
head, whatever his title, and young, immature, transient tutors. (Hen­
drickson & Mangum, 1977, p. 5; Hofstadter, 1955, pp. 123-124; Hull, 1973, 
pp. 26-27; Zwingle, 1980, p. 16)
Hofstadter (1955) observed that Yale provided a more nearly repre­
sentative model of the enduring patterns of college and university
governance in America than either of the first two colleges. Although 
Harvard and William and Mary both eventually adopted unitary, nonresi­
dent, lay control, they began with dual control exercised by a nonresi­
dent lay board and a faculty board. However, Yale and the later Colo­
nial colleges began with one lay board of trustees holding absolute 
authority over all internal matters. (pp. 134-135, 141) Besides manag­
ing the physical and financial assets, much of the efforts of trustees 
emphasized examining into and controlling the religious principles of 
the faculty and students, and trustees showed a general willingness to 
delve into the political views and activities of faculty members and 
officers who combined controversial comments in political science class­
rooms with heavy external political involvement (pp. 155-159, 168-169, 
202-203).
As Hofstadter (1955, pp. 142-146) and Rudolph (1962, pp. 13-16) ob­
served, relationships with external powers were a different matter for 
Colonial college boards. For colleges receiving substantial financial 
support from the state the situation was dominated by an intimate rela­
tionship between college and state, although it was unlike that of the 
modern-day state university because of control by the church-state com­
plex. A great deal of governmental intrusion, through both direct leg­
islative action and official board memberships, extended deeply into a 
variety of policy and operational affairs. Even without the state, the 
combined influence of financial support and church control still limited 
the discretion with which trustees could exercise the absolute authority 
which, in principle, they held over their colleges. Founders and donors, 
whether state or private, usually imposed restrictions on the uses of
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their financial support and the religious control exercised by the 
church served to restrict the academic powers of the lay board members. 
(Hendrickson & Mangum, 1977, pp. 5-6)
In summary, two dimensions of relationships of power and authority 
emerged in connection with the Colonial college. In the relationship 
between trustees and faculties, absolute power at first was placed with 
trustees. Faculties, rather than ruling their institutions, generally 
possessed little, if any, influence in the governance of their colleges 
and, furthermore, were subject to religious and political molestation by 
their trustees. In relationships between trustees and external seats of 
power— the church, the state, and private donors— trustees themselves 
were subjected in a variety of ways to strong influences which limited 
their autonomy, or unrestrained freedom to exercise their discretionary 
power in any way they saw fit. These two dimensions, with some constit­
uent changes, have continued to be determinants in the role of the col­
lege and university trustee, as the balance of power has shifted away 
from the trustee in each dimension.
The Period of the Revolution The notable development affecting col­
lege governance by lay trustees during and after the American Revolution 
was the expansion of power and influence soon initiated by most states, 
as noted by Blackburn (1977, p. 6), Brubacher and Rudy (1976, p. 29), 
Rudolph (1962, p. 36), and Zwingle (1980, pp. 16-17). As existing Co­
lonial colleges turned to the newly formed states for financial support 
the states sought increased control over them. Three colleges were tem­
porarily taken over. The boards in three others were obliged to accomo­
date increased state representation in their memberships. A provision
was included in the revolutionary constitution of one state for one or 
more universities. State-chartered and state-supported universities ap­
peared in four states, with lay governing boards supplied by the states—  
a practice which was to become universal in public higher education. An 
accompanying result was that any remaining traces of influence and auton­
omy in the hands of faculty were further swept aside. Thus, the balance 
of power in the external dimension shifted toward the state during the 
Revolutionary period and the virtual monopoly of internal power in the 
hands of trustees was reinforced.
Early Nineteenth Century Events during the early decades of the nine­
teenth century were especially important to trustees. The legal status 
of lay trusteeship in American higher education was firmly established, 
the powers and influence of the states were temporarily checked, and 
faculty began to seek new bases of power and authority.
In the Dartmouth College decision of 1819 the Supreme Court en­
dorsed "the American principle of academic organization [characterized 
by]...control... in the hands of...an external board" (Rudolph, 1962, 
p. 211). Rudolph also observed that the Dartmouth decision probably de­
layed the development of public universities by a half century by en­
couraging the founding of private colleges and discouraging the support 
of public higher education.
In the mid-1820s, the Harvard faculty, while failing in their final 
legal effort to gain control of the college, won control of the curricu­
lum (Blackburn, 1977, p. iii), and, as Brubacher and Rudy (1976) reported, 
were granted by the Harvard Overseers "control over the admission of 
students, student discipline, and the conduct of instruction" (p. 29).
However, the typical early nineteenth century patterns of gover­
nance, as evolved from the Colonial college, were, according to Metzger 
(1955), "officious, meddlesome, and often tyrannical" (p. 30). Toward 
the middle of the nineteenth century, growing reaction against trustee 
interference and student disobedience brought requests from faculties 
for limited autonomy over education and discipline. Gradually, and to 
varying degrees at different institutions, governing boards relinquished 
their powers over curricula, student discipline, new appointments, and 
student admissions, and abandoned systematic classroom visitations and 
final oral examinations— "their last affectation of scholarship"
(pp. 34-35).
Accordingly, the early decades of the nineteenth century were a 
time of apparent stagnation, if not waning, of the influence of the 
state on the role of the trustee, while power and influence began to 
shift from trustees to faculties.
Late Nineteenth Century During the second half of the nineteenth 
century the authority and influence of both external and internal bases 
of power in American higher education were strengthened relative to 
trustees as power simultaneously flowed to, or was created by, the 
states, faculties, and administrators.
The land grant movement, sanctioned in 1862 by the U.S. Congress 
in the Morrill Land Grant Act, had major implications for the role of 
the trustee in American higher education. An institution evolved in 
almost every state which, though separate from the existing government 
organization, had a board of trustees answerable to state executive and 
legislative authorities. New public boards, as well as private boards,
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were being composed more and more of farmers, businessmen, engineers, 
and lawyers in addition to the ministers who were the predominant mem­
bers of earlier private boards. (Martorana, 1963, pp. 8-9)
As the number and size of higher educational institutions grew, 
state-wide systems of control began to appear in several states, such as 
South Dakota where a Board of Regents of Education was created in 1889 
to control all educational institutions in response to concerns about 
economy and efficiency, the high cost of uncoordinated decisions, and 
unification of effort. (Berdahl, 1971, p. 26; Blackwell, 1971, p. 101) 
While, as Blackburn (1977) noted, "the land grant movement and the 
spread of public higher education removed the last vestiges of faculty 
having any ownership of their organization" (p. 6), the power of faculty 
members was developing in other ways. Metzger (1955) observed that the 
resistance begun tentatively against the moral repression of trustees a 
few decades earlier was stiffening. Faculties no longer deferred to the 
wisdom and judgment of trustees as teaching experts, and they were em­
boldened in their resistance by the trustees' waverings. The Darwinian 
crisis brought together like-minded scientists, scholars, and philoso­
phers. With closer bonds and stronger mutual concerns, discharged fac­
ulty members began to find it easier to get new positions. From the 
Darwinian era also came the idea that competency to judge a faculty mem­
ber's fitness should be based on scientific grounds and rest with faculty 
peers. This completed the shift away from the notion of trustee compe­
tence, on clerical grounds, to judge faculty fitness. (pp. 67-68, 91)
By the 1890s, trustees had abandoned most of their earlier petty, 
detailed interference, and their presence was bringing a sense of
reality and business to the university (Veysey, 1965, pp. 350-351, 388- 
389). Trustees have been praised by The Carnegie Commission on Higher 
Education (1973, p. 33) for their role in supervising the development of 
American higher education during the late nineteenth century. Daniel 
Coit Gilman, first president of Johns Hopkins, commended the trustees 
for their competent, businesslike, supportive, responsive, yet noninter­
fering role in the 1876 founding and early growth of that university 
(Hofstadter & Smith, 1961, p. 754). Veysey note'd that the shift in the 
balance of power to administrators as well as faculty was well underway, 
and the role of trustees had become usually "to provide quiet reassur­
ance to the ’respectable' outside world, and they employed direct author­
ity only at moments when basic changes were being considered" (p. 303), 
such as the adoption of a new curriculum or the election of a new presi­
dent. Interference in strictly academic policy matters was rare unless 
the integrity of the institution appeared to be threatened from the lay­
man's point of view. "Everywhere... the trend was toward increased pres­
idential vigor" (p. 304) with presidents often personally selecting 
their own faculty.
Thus, the shifts in the balances of power away from trustees in 
both the external and internal dimensions of power and authority rela­
tionships were gathering momentum during the late nineteenth century. 
Early Twentieth Century During the early decades of the twentieth 
century the power and influence in the hands of administrators, facul­
ties, and the states begun during the nineteenth century grew and ma­
tured relative to that of trustees. The bureaucratic model became 
firmly established in the governance of colleges and universities, the
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business orientation of their boards was completed, and the role of the 
businessman trustee was brought into question. The rise of the ideal of 
academic freedom accompanied the consolidation and strengthening of 
bonds of mutual concern among faculty on a national scale and formalized 
the challenge to the idea of faculty members as employees of boards. 
Finally, the strong impetus among the states to achieve systematic con­
trol over higher education reached a dominant stage early in this period.
During the early twentieth century, the administrative hierarchy 
for colleges and universities took clear form. The board, with absolute 
legal authority, usually delegated most of its powers to a strong presi­
dent who, in turn, delegated more and more decision-making authority in 
academic matters to the faculty. That this bureaucratic model worked 
was due largely to the still strong agreement among all participants on 
values, goals, roles, methods, and authority. (Nason, 1974, pp. 9-10)
Most colleges and universities also completed the conversion of the 
composition of their boards from predominantly clerical to predominantly 
business and non-academic professional, so that businessmen finally held 
discretionary control in matters of university policy throughout Ameri­
can higher education (Hofstadter & Smith, 1961, p. 818). However, sharp 
differences of opinion appeared about the need for boards of businessmen.
At one extreme, they were said to have been superseded by permanent of­
ficials and to be performing no function except to interfere ineffec­
tively with academic affairs of which they were totally ignorant (p. 820). 
The opposing view was that a university or college needed a separate 
body of lay trustees who were experienced in business and world affairs 
to manage investments, be sensitive to the public and encourage their
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appreciation and support, and make sure that the institution continued 
to serve the public good (pp. 836-837). As will be seen, the predomi­
nant view which survived was a partial combination of these two in which 
the trustee was to be thoroughly active in financial and business af­
fairs and ignore educational policy. Businessman trustees also were 
cautioned against their tendency to regard their boards as analogous to 
boards of directors of business corporations, accountable to private 
owners of capital, because trustees were guardians in trust of the prop­
erty to which they held legal title in order to promote the objects of 
their institutions (pp. 833, 836).
Faculty members began to develop a national consensus on their re­
lationship to trustees during this period. Trustees, from earliest Co­
lonial times, had regarded faculty as employees but faculty challenged 
this view with increasing frequency and vigor during the post-Civil War 
period (Metzger, 1955, p. 185). The strong bonds of mutual help and 
concern in faculty resistance to moral repression, which had begun dur­
ing the late nineteenth century, led to the rise of the ideal of academic 
freedom and tenure among faculty members which in 1915 reached a peak 
with the creation of the American Association of University Professors 
(AAUP). The AAUP was "a professional society dedicated in particular to 
the development and protection of standards of freedom and tenure" (Ru­
dolph, 1962, p. 415). Its first committee, the Committee on Academic 
Freedom and Tenure (Committee A), was a direct denial of the traditional 
employer-employee relationship between trustees and faculty and resulted 
from "intense faculty concern about academic freedom and tenure and the 
professoriate's right, as against that of administrators and boards of
trustees, to determine access and exclusion from the profession" (Dill, 
1982, p. 243). The 1915 Report of Committee A acknowledged the legal 
supremacy of boards, held trustees morally accountable to the public 
will, held faculty professionally responsible to the public will and to 
the judgment— not of their trustees— but of members of their own profes­
sion, and found no supportable basis for an employee relationship of 
faculty members to boards (Metzger, 1955, p. 135). The Report also pre­
scribed rights and duties for trustees, such as limiting the prerogative 
of boards to fire upper level faculty with due process trials under fac­
ulty auspices, and having boards protect the security and dignity of the 
faculties by publishing specific policy statements concerning terms of 
appointment which would be regarded as morally, if not legally, binding 
(pp. 206-207).
Finally, the trend toward systematic state-wide control of public 
higher education with consolidated governing boards, which had begun 
near the end of the nineteenth century, quickly reached its dominance, 
with 10 of the 19 boards established by 1971 already created before 1915, 
of which seven appeared between 1905 and 1913 (Berdahl, 1971, pp. 21,
26) .
Late Twentieth Century The shifts in the balance of powers from 
trustees to both campus and external seats of authority which took shape 
in the early decades of the twentieth century continued into the middle 
and later decades and gathered momentum and complexity during the 1950s 
and 1960s. There were more powerful faculties, administrators, and 
state agencies facing trustees; these entities were exercising power in 
new and different ways; and in addition there were new bases of power
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such as students and bargaining agents.
Faculties and administrators. Ladd and Lipset (1973, p. 4) and 
Nason (1980, p. 36) described how the growth in size, complexity, and 
number of programs of colleges and universities affected organizational 
authority relationships. Trustees had turned over to presidents full 
authority for what was taught in educational programs. Presidents, 
faced with increasing managerial responsibilities and faculty pressures, 
had delegated almost complete authority to faculties in academic matters. 
Faculties responded by asserting forcefully that they should retain sole 
authority for matters related to all areas of academic affairs. Thus, 
the autonomy which faculties had begun to request from trustees toward 
the middle of the nineteenth century had virtually been achieved.
Another consequence of this growth, noted by Glenny (1972/1979, 
pp. 402-404), was the emergence of the so-called anonymous leaders in 
higher education who took over much of the policy-making power formerly 
ascribed to trustees. Inside the institution they included the business 
officer, the institutional researcher, the admissions officer, and the 
financial aid officer. Managing these professionals has become an im­
portant duty in the roles of trustees and presidents.
The growth of faculty power and influence was facilitated inside 
the institution by the widespread adoption during the 1960s of a new 
form of governance structure, the campus senate or council, with repre­
sentatives from the faculty, the students, and the administrators, and 
often from the alumni and trustees (Hodgkinson, 1974, p. 2).
The role of the trustee was also being redefined by the ways that 
faculty members organized and expanded their authority and influence
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outside of their institutions. Through statements adopted by the mem­
bership of the AAUP, faculty members nationally were clarifying diffi­
cult relevant issues, such as "how greater faculty participation in 
choosing and retaining personnel could be reconciled with the unlimited 
prerogatives granted trustees...and how the need for a competent faculty 
could be adjusted to the equally strong need for a secure one" (Metzger, 
1955, p. 215). Joint roles were being prescribed for faculty, adminis­
trators, and trustees in the "general educational policy, i.e., the ob­
jectives of an institution and the nature, range, and pace of its ef­
forts" (AAUP, 1966/1973, pp. 207-208).
Collective bargaining. The sudden appearance and rapid growth 
of, and strong faculty support for, collective bargaining presented an 
entirely new dimension of power relationships with new and uncertain ex­
pectations for the role of trustees during the late 1960s and 1970s, par­
ticularly among public colleges and universities (Carnegie Commission, 
1973, p. 42; Ladd & Lipset, 1973, pp. 1-2; Mortimer & McConnell, 1978, 
pp. 50-51; Spector, 1975, p. 19). Nason (1974) called it "the most vivid 
evidence of conflict rather than consensus. The...partnership among fac­
ulty, administration and governing boards [was] giving way to an adver­
sary relation" (p. 11). Facilitated by both the availability of leader­
ship from national bargaining agencies and the enactment in most states 
of legislation establishing the right of faculties to require their em­
ployers to bargain with them, the rapid expansion of collective bargain­
ing was a response to the strong dissatisfaction of faculties with em­
ployment conditions— their compensation, the role they played in gover­
nance, and incompetence of the administrations, all of which were the
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responsibility of trustees (Carr & Van Eyck, 1973, pp. 19-20; Duryea, 
Fisk, & Associates, 1973, p. 3; Ladd & Lipset, 1973, p. 4; Lindeman,
1973, p. 85; Mortimer & McConnell, 1978, p. 51).
Zwingle and Mayville (1974, pp. 17-18) noted two contrasting views 
on the effect of collective bargaining on the role of trustees. In one 
view, the trustees' authority would be eroded because of the interfer­
ence in campus affairs by an external power, the bargaining agent, com­
bined, if the board is a public one, with the absence of funding author­
ity. In the other view, the trustees' authority would be enhanced be­
cause, with the adversaries being labor and management, which by law is 
the board, the board would be forced by the bargaining pressures to use 
hitherto unused latent powers.
Students. Students emerged as a strong power base during the 
1960s and early 1970s (Carnegie Commission, 1973, pp. 61-62; Hodgkinson,
1974, p. 1). It is well-known that at many institutions their confron­
tations not only influenced but also threatened and even immobilized 
governing boards. Traditionally, students had enjoyed few opportunities 
to exert influence on campus policy except through extra-curricular ac­
tivities and by exercising choices among elective courses and professors. 
However, conditions and events of the post-World War II decades acti­
vated and sustained student interest in campus affairs as well as out­
side political concerns. The level to which student participation grew 
in faculty senates, other campus-wide decision-making bodies, and boards 
of trustees led Hodgkinson to conclude that "by 1973 it was clear that 
the major movement in 'participatory' or shared decision-making has been 
increased use of students in the process" (p. 1).
The Carnegie Commission (1973) pointed out that students' "external 
power may come to exceed their internal influence" (p. 62). The 18- 
year-old vote, the social and political tensions created by the massive 
numbers of students, their heightened interest in domestic and foreign 
affairs, and the instant drama of TV presentations combined to give 
"students potential influence in state capitols and Congressional halls 
beyond anything known before, and often beyond the influence students 
have on campus over their own faculty senates and boards of trustees" 
(pp. 61-62). The Commission cautioned that, although the students' use 
of external political power to solve internal campus conflicts of inter­
est could bring beneficial results to the campus as well as an increase 
in the level of student sophistication and awareness of political reali­
ties, damage is likely for campus independence. "The legislature, for 
one more reason, may take over more of the traditional authority of the 
board of trustees" (p. 62).
State-wide control. The shift in the balance of powers during 
the decades following World War II from local campus governing boards to 
central state agencies was regarded by The Carnegie Commission on Higher 
Education as having reached crisis proportions during the 1960s, with 
more "coordinating councils and superboards at the state level, [and] 
more gubernatorial and legislative investigation and intrusion into once 
internal affairs" (1973, p. 17). The demand for more efficient use of 
limited resources generated by the "precipitous rise in the demand for 
higher education...[during the 1950s and 1960s] and the associated in­
crease in public expenditures" (Hornby, 1975, p. 291) coupled with the 
strong biases, incompleteness, and lack of uniformity and comparability
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in the voluminous and almost overwhelming data being supplied by insti­
tutions and boards drove legislatures to turn to state-wide coordination 
and control to obtain both information needed for effective decision­
making and recommendations based on more nearly objective judgment 
(Johnson, 1976, pp. 12-13).
State-wide coordination and control of public higher education was 
accomplished by creating two types of multicampus systems and by the in­
volvement of state authorities outside of higher education.
As discussed previously, state-wide governance had reached its dom­
inance with 10 consolidated boards created before the end of the second 
decade of the twentieth century. By the mid-1970s, 12 more had been 
added to give 22 states with "all senior public institutions governed by 
a single consolidated board" (Carnegie Foundation, 1976, p. 89). In 
eight more states "two or more multicampus boards govern[ed] all public 
senior institutions" (p. 89) and 15 had a mixture of individual boards 
for some and multicampus boards for others, leaving only five with an 
individual campus board for each institution. As noted in Chapter I, 
only 30 percent of all senior public campuses by then were governed by 
campus boards, down from 70 percent in 1940 (pp. 85-86).
Not to be confused with state-wide governance, "state-wide coordi­
nating [began] in the 1950s" (Berdahl, 1971, p. 26) and grew rapidly.
By the mid-1970s there were only three states without a mechanism for 
coordinating all public senior higher educational institutions (Carnegie 
Foundation, 1976, p. 90). As Glenny (1972/1979) explained,
coordinating boards....[are] normally appointed by the gover­
nor ,...superimposed over the existing governing boards of the
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institutions....awarded specific powers...which are taken away 
from the institutional governing boards or are new delegations 
of executive or legislative powers....to control overlap and 
duplication of programs, to optimize the use of state funds, 
and to plan for the orderly development of the whole of higher 
education in the state. Clearly they have major policy-making 
roles....[and their] control over the goals, functions, and 
programs of the individual college or university may be so 
considerable that they are at times dictated to the college or 
university. (p. 408)
In addition to state-wide coordination, pressures from state execu­
tive and legislative branches have been increasingly exerted on public 
governing boards as explained by Mortimer and McConnell (1978):
The governor, through [subordinate] executive departments... 
can influence the board and the institutions under it by rec­
ommending legislative action on the budget for higher educa­
tion, by vetoing items in the legislative appropriation..., by 
permitting or directing the finance department to control cer­
tain expenditures or line-item transfers in legislative appro­
priations or institutional budgets, and so on. The legisla­
ture, through its power of appropriation, can exercise strong 
influence or even control over public colleges and universi­
ties. In too many instances the governor's power of appoint­
ment of regents for public institutions is used as a means of 
influencing board policy and action. (p. 151)
The courts. As Blackwell (1971, p. 101), Brubacher (1973,
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pp. 267-282), and Johnson and Kalb (1974, p. 89) explained, during the 
1950s, 1960s, and 1970s the courts, both state and federal, have exer­
cised judicial caution and restraint in interfering with the preroga­
tives of institutions to manage their affairs. Reviews of cases have 
shown institutional autonomy to be supported and strengthened by the 
courts for a broad range of issues. An accumulation of court decisions 
defining the proper scope of governing boards has developed to counter­
balance the growing centralization and exercise of control by central 
state budget directors, comptrollers, personnel officers, and others.
For example, in Board of Governors of West Virginia University v. Sims, 
134 W.Va. 428, 55 S.E. 2d 505 (1950) the Supreme Court of Appeals held 
that the board of governors, in the absence of an abuse of their discre­
tion, should have a previously rejected request for payment honored by 
the state auditor.
On the other hand, the courts will set limits on boards found to be 
abusing their discretion. In Jervey v. Martin, 336 F. Supp. 1350 
(W.D.Va. 1972), the court held that, although the governing board pos­
sessed wide discretionary authority and federal courts should use great 
care and judicial discretion when asked to intervene in the administra­
tion of colleges and universities, boards cannot act so as to deprive 
persons arbitrarily of their constitutional rights.
Notwithstanding the reluctance of the courts to intrude, Mortimer 
and McConnell (1978) noted the increasing frequency with which students, 
faculty members, and even governing boards themselves have taken dis­
putes to the courts, and they observed that "recourse to the courts may 
be justified...or unavoidable...but...erodes the power of the board to
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make final decisions and sacrifices its autonomy to external interven­
tion" (p. 154).
As Hendrickson and Mangum (1977) observed, another form of trustee 
vulnerability to judicial intervention, most likely by the state attor­
ney general, has increased as endowments have become important to boards, 
especially those of public institutions, which have only recently turned 
to private fund-raising. Endowment income usually is neither subject to 
the direct supervision of donors nor earmarked for specific purposes.
As a result, trustees have obtained discretionary financial power with­
out clearly defined accountability but with the attendant risk of self- 
dealing. This has opened the way for lawsuits for financial improprie­
ties (pp. 7-8). Hendrickson and Mangum explained that:
Because the public is the only class of persons having a bene­
ficial relationship to the directors [of educational institu­
tions as charitable trusts]..., the attorney general in most 
states is responsible for policing the fiduciary relationship 
between the governing board and its public beneficiaries in 
both public and private sectors. (p. 1)
In summary, during the decades after the middle of the twentieth 
century, massive shifts in the balances of power occurred in all dimen­
sions of trustee relationships, not only toward the traditional seats of 
power— administrator, faculty, and state-wide control authorities— but 
also toward newly emerging power centers— students, collective bargain­
ing agents, the courts, and state offices and agencies outside of higher 
education. Expectations held for the currently existing role of trustees 
by persons occupying these seats of power are, in large measure, a
65
culminating result of the shifts in the balances of power during the de­
velopment of American higher education. There is inevitably a likeli­
hood of conflicts among these expectations, especially since they are 
numerous. In the next section on current perspectives on the role of 
the trustee, the existence of these conflicts will be identified and 
discussed.
Current Perspectives
As discussed in Chapter I, in the section entitled The College or 
University Board, there has been in the recent literature not only the 
criticism of trustees for their lack of responsiveness and accounta­
bility and for their lack of attention to educational policy but also 
the encouragement, support, and confidence expressed in the potential 
for lay trusteeship in American higher education.
In the results of their nationwide study, Davis and Betchelor (1974) 
found concern for poor trustee performance among both presidents and 
trustees, who related low board effectiveness to failure to exercise 
board responsibility, lack of understanding as to how a board should 
function, and spending too much time on trivia (pp. 61-62). Presidents 
related low board effectiveness most strongly to the challenge of new 
questions concerning the proper role of the board (pp. 64, 66).
Trustees have begun to respond to these challenges by raising their 
level of activity substantially, meeting more frequently than ever be­
fore, insisting that information formerly considered ideal but not ex­
pected was essential and required, and sometimes exerting more pressure 
for control over decision-making within their institutions (Blackburn, 
1977, p. 2; Mortimer & McConnell, 1978, p. 3). In addition, reports
have appeared nationally on the future of lay trusteeship, and the Asso­
ciation of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges received more 
than three-quarters of a million dollars "to promote more effective 
trustee leadership" (Mortimer & McConnell, 1978, p. 3). A new Handbook 
of College and University Trusteeship also appeared in 1980 aimed at 
bringing together "what is now known about how governing boards function, 
how they should function, and how they can be helped to fulfill their 
legal, moral, and public obligations (Ingram, 1980, p. xiii).
The following background discussion of current perspectives in the 
literature on the role of trustees in higher education nationally deals 
with three broad aspects of this role: board composition; insuring ef­
fective intermediation, which considers the trustee role in relation­
ships with external constituencies; and insuring effective institutional 
governance, which considers the trustee role in relationships with in­
ternal constituencies.
Board Composition The often referenced (Hull, 1973; Mortimer & McCon­
nell, 1978; Nason, 1974; Zwingle, 1980; Zwingle & Mayville, 1974) report 
of the 1968 Educational Testing Service nationwide trustee survey (Hart­
nett, 1969) contained "the most comprehensive" (Hull, 1973, p. 28) and 
"the most illuminating recent account of the background, characteristics 
and attitudes of trustees" (Nason, 1974, pp. 26-27). Data on the per­
sonal attributes of public college and university trustees who responded 
showed that they were predominantly white, male, older, well educated, 
affluent business leaders (Hartnett, 1969, pp. 57-59). More recent data 
have tended to show that no substantial changes occurred during the suc­
ceeding decade although small increases were noted in percentages of
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trustees who were women, blacks, and under 40 (Mortimer & McConnell, 
1978, pp. 146-147; Zwingle, 1980, pp. 17-18).
Data such as these have been cited as evidence that college and 
university boards, because of the uniformity of their membership, were 
not representative of American society, had limited perspectives, and 
could be improved in effectiveness by increasing the diversity of their 
makeup (Hull, 1973, p. 29; Mortimer & McConnell, 1978, pp. 146-147; Rec­
ommendations, 1980; Scully, 1980). The issue of representativeness in 
the composition of boards has at least two potentials for conflict. One 
involves the question of what is to be represented. The other involves 
the question of how to gain desired representation.
Hull (1973) challenged the conclusion that boards are not represen­
tative as being superficial because "trustees do represent... the ideals 
that American society has developed and held as goals for its youth 
throughout the course of its history and to the present" (p. 30). Hull 
noted that they included financial success, the esteem enjoyed by cer­
tain occupations promising financial success, and the common tendency to 
relate financial rewards generally to advancing the public welfare, and 
he concluded that, "if these are our society's goals, then our trustees 
...may be more representative than appears at first glance" (p. 30).
Resolving the question of whether social ideals and goals on the 
one hand or constituency interests on the other are to be represented 
could have profound implications for the trustee role. Constituency 
representation could result in what Dominguez (1973) described as a 
"governing theory" board where special interests would be battled out as 
the basic board function, and where, according to Babbidge (1975),
members would change from "guardians of a trust in the public interest" 
to delegates of special interest groups meeting "to argue their special 
concerns," and where "timeless values" would take a back seat to "timely 
concerns" (p. 38). The predictable end result would be at best mediocre 
institutional performance. The assessment of Dominguez was that the 
only suitable alternative would be the "review theory" board, without 
constituency representation, where the basic role of the board would be 
to oversee that the university was acting in support of its mission on 
the basis of broad delegations of authority to campus groups for respon­
sible decision-making in operational matters.
The principal effort to increase constituency representation re­
cently has been to obtain voting memberships for faculty and students on 
their own boards, although appreciable results have not yet occurred 
(Blackburn, 1977, p. 4; Mortimer & McConnell, 1978, p. 148; Perkins, 
1973a, pp. 211-212). The AAUP (1966/1973) has endorsed trusteeships for 
faculty representatives to improve communication with governing boards 
(p. 214). However, strong opposition to voting memberships for both 
faculty and student representatives has arisen from The Carnegie Commis­
sion on Higher Education (1973, p. 35), a survey of governing board 
chairmen (Zwingle & Mayville, 1974, p. 41), research results (Blackburn, 
1977, pp. 4, 50), and the press review of the report on the National 
Commission on College and University Trustee Selection (Scully, 1980). 
Alternatives have been recommended for responding to the needs for fac­
ulty and students to be actively involved in the processes of governance 
of their institutions and for their interests and concerns to be given 
careful attention by their boards. They have included voting memberships
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on institutional and board committees, devices to enable faculty and stu­
dents to nominate candidates for both public and private boards, academ­
ics appointed to voting memberships from other non-competitive institu­
tions, and recent graduates of institutions appointed to voting member­
ships (Blackburn, 1977, pp. 49-50; Carnegie Commission, 1973, p. 34; 
Mortimer & McConnell, 1978, p. 148; Scully, 1980; Zwingle and Mayville, 
1974, p. 41).
In summary, there is potential conflict for the trustee role in 
issues concerning board composition as to whether trustee representation 
should relate basically to social ideals and goals or to the interests 
of constituencies and whether, if constituency interests must be repre­
sented , there should be voting memberships for faculty members and stu­
dents or, if not, whether there are appropriate alternatives.
Effective Intermediation Expectations for the governing board in 
higher education to serve as a bridge and buffer, or as an intermediary, 
between the campus and the larger community have varied widely. Bab- 
bidge (1975), for example, optimistically stated that defending values 
of autonomy against skepticism and hostility thus restoring vitality 
and dignity to higher learning institutions was the "noblest calling of 
the trustee" (p. 40). Perkins (1973a), on the other hand, expressed the 
pessimistic view that resolving the conflict from three simultaneous 
roles— agent of society, neutral bridge/buffer between society and the 
university, and agent of the university community— would result in a de­
generation of the board to a relatively impotent link between two power 
bases: the university senate or assembly and the external coordinating
agency (pp. 213-214).
The importance of this role to trustees and presidents of public 
institutions was underscored in the results of two research studies in 
the mid-1970s: a 1973 survey of chairmen of governing boards by the
Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges (AGB) and 
a 1974 survey of trustees and presidents by Davis and Batchelor. In the 
AGB survey, substantial majorities of the chairmen of public boards 
called for less control over public institutions by state governors, saw 
more serious danger for institutional independence than ever before, and 
attributed the erosion of institutional independence to increasing gov­
ernment involvement, either state or federal (Zwingle & Mayville, 1974, 
pp. 40-42). Davis and Batchelor found that two-thirds of the presidents 
from public institutions said that an important challenge facing their 
boards was increased governmental interference in institutional affairs 
and that there was a statistically significant inverse correlation be­
tween the presidents' ratings of the effectiveness of their boards and 
both challenges from special constituents inside or outside their insti­
tutions and intervention from the outside (1974, pp. 46, 61).
The intermediary aspect of the trustee's role has been character­
ized as being simultaneously a bridge and a buffer. There are poten­
tials for conflicts in the basic idea of bridge/buffer and in each of 
the dimesions of bridge and buffer.
Bridge/buffer conflict. Conflict in the basic idea of a bridge/ 
buffer role may be demonstrated by two different descriptions, each with 
a different emphasis. As described by Mortimer and McConnell (1978), 
the role assumes a cooperating, conciliating, bridging attitude, as 
follows:
In cooperation with the president and with some members of the 
faculty and staff, the board as [an] intermediary interprets 
the educational institution to other constituencies, to the 
legislature, and to the public at large. It is equally re­
sponsible for representing the legitimate concerns of the pub­
lic to the institution while it protects the institution from 
undesirable pressures. (p. 150)
As described by The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education (1973), 
the role assumes a more militant, defensive, buffering attitude, as fol­
lows :
It [the board] acts as a buffer between society and the campus, 
resisting improper external interference and introducing a nec­
essary contact with the changing realities of the surrounding 
society; it is the principal gatekeeper for the campus, and 
its judgment about what is improper interference on the one 
hand, and what is constructive adjustment on the other, is of 
the utmost importance to the conduct of the institution.
(p. 32)
Both descriptions contain the bridging and the buffering attitudes. The 
dilemma facing trustees is how to successfully be a cooperative bridge 
and a defensive buffer at the same time and still maintain the appropri­
ate balance.
This dilemma is sharpened and magnified by the conflict inherent in 
the paradox of the position of the modern-day public college and univer­
sity governing boards. Appointed to their positions by external author­
ities and expected to protect their institutions from the encroachments
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of these same authorities, board members find themselves facing the in­
congruity of being at one and the same time "agents of the society which 
has created their institutions and spokesmen for the special interests 
of those institutions themselves" (Nason, 1974, p. 22). Special oppor­
tunities for conflict are available for the public trustee. For example, 
Newman challenged trustees to encourage open and vigorous debate on the 
direction and the meaning of accountability of higher education, to con­
front the fundamental choice of a centralized or decentralized system of 
higher education, and to think about and develop mechanisms of governance 
for the total system of higher educational institutions (1973, pp. 6-7). 
In another example, Angell and Kelly (1980) alerted trustees, where fac­
ulty bargaining may be expected in the future, to do whatever is neces­
sary to see that they retain control of the institution and of faculty 
bargaining to prevent politicians from intruding between the trustees 
and the faculty should government officials gain direct bargaining 
authority (p. 262).
Bridge conflict. There is potential for conflict in the bridge
dimension. The board is "responsible for representing the legitimate 
concerns of the public to the institution" (Mortimer & McConnell, 1978, 
p. 150). The problem is to determine what the legitimate concerns of 
the public are and how they can be discerned. Three different views of 
the nature of the conflict over the legitimate concerns of the public 
are: (a) a classical concern for posterity and the future which charges
trustees with a special obligation to assure that college or universtiy 
history serves "as a prelude and inspiration to the future" (AAUP, 
1966/1973, p. 210) versus the increasing pressures to immediately
transform the university into an instrument for achieving social justice 
(Perkins, 1973a, p. 211); (b) the continuing desire of "the university., 
to define itself in terms of its own values....[versus] demands that the 
university, in the composition of its student body, reflect...the soci­
ety deemed to be desirable for tomorrow" (Drucker, 1980, p. 207); and 
(c) the university espousing value-free research with no end in mind, 
which tends to protect the present social status, versus people viewing 
the university as the delivering instrument of knowledge and education 
which liberates because it solves problems and gives virtue— the good 
end (Raskin, 1976, p. 65). "The contradiction is that the university, 
through its learning and education, is to bring liberation and virtue—  
'commodities' not often found in the society at large, or in its insti­
tutions" (p. 65). The university fails as a liberating instrument to 
the extent that it identifies with a particular economic or social order 
Therefore, the dilemma for the university lies in "how to [simultaneous­
ly] find itself concerned with the fundamentals of human existence that 
do not limit its knowledge and its wisdom to one particular grouping... 
[keep] the long term allegiance of society and...be adequately funded" 
(p. 65).
The dilemma is especially puzzling for the public governing board 
which, as Mortimer and McConnell (1978, pp. 149-150) observed, in exer­
cising its authority in the public interest, is accountable neither to 
the public will nor to the governor and legislature in the same way as 
the governor and legislators are. to the public will or other agencies 
are to the governor and legislators. The fundamental question, to para­
phrase Moos and Rourke (1959, p. 259) and Zwingle and Mayville (1974,
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p. 24) seems to be whether boards should adjust and adapt their insti­
tutions to every wind of public wish that blows or even to the immediate 
public will expressed by the legislature, or whether they should be al­
lowed to pursue objectives of their own, supportive of basic goals and 
declared long-range intent established and communicated to constituen­
cies by the trustees.
Buffer conflict. In the buffer dimension of the bridge/buffer 
role, the board's "judgment about what is improper interference on the 
one hand, and what is constructive adjustment on the other, is of utmost 
importance to the conduct of the institution" (Carnegie Commission, 1973, 
p. 32). This, of course, leads to the dilemma of how to make the indi­
cated distinction. To indicate the nature of the dilemma, two frame­
works for analyzing university-state authority relationships, one pro­
posed by Berdahl (1971) and the other by The Carnegie Commission on 
Higher Education (1973), are briefly described below.
Berdahl (pp. 5-17) developed a framework based on separating aca­
demic freedom from autonomy and then distinguishing between procedural 
autonomy, related to internal administrative practices of the institu­
tion, and substantive autonomy, related to such things as university 
goals, policies, objectives, and programs. The state is expected to 
keep procedural controls to a minimum and negotiate with the institution 
on collaborative approaches to substantive questions— the legitimate area 
of state involvement. Collaboration on substantive issues may be expected 
to result in tension between the pull by the institution for quality im­
provement activities, for which there is no limit to potential spending, 
and outside forces pulling for greater utility in serving the state
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interest, demands for which can smother aspirations for excellence.
In the framework of The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education 
(1973, pp. 17-30), distribution of authority was based on the idea of 
institutional independence in the sense that higher educational institu­
tions should be self-governing in their intellectual conduct, academic 
affairs, and administrative arrangements. Essentially, this approach 
called for public control exercised through broad guidelines and poli­
cies, which would be subject to appropriate accountability in the public 
interest, and institutional independence in the detailed administration 
of both the academic affairs and the financial and business affairs of 
the institution. A pattern of specific authority assignments was pro­
posed by the Commission to effect a balance between public control and 
institutional independence.
While the Berdahl and Carnegie Commission frameworks appeared to be 
equivalent in many respects, their approaches were somewhat different 
and would not necessarily produce exactly the same recommendations for 
distributions of authority, thus resulting in potential uncertainty for 
trustees.
In summary, the intermediary, or bridge/buffer, expectations for 
the trustee role are important to observers, trustees, and presidents 
alike. However, there is substantial potential in these expectations 
for conflict and disagreement on such questions as (a) cooperation ver­
sus defensiveness in the attitude of trustees toward external constitu­
ents, especially in the public sector, (b) what constitutes legitimate 
concerns of the public to be served and how they should be discerned, 
and (c) how to distinguish between what is constructive adjustment in
the programs of the institution and what is improper interference. 
Insuring Effective Institutional Governance Expectations of govern­
ing boards as to both their responsibilities in governing the internal 
affairs of their institutions and the extent to which they should share 
authority with internal constituencies also are likely to include dis­
agreements and conflicts. A review of current perspectives among 
national observers will illustrate both that disagreement among the ob­
servers exists and that the potential for conflict exists in the proces­
ses of governance itself. The discussion of these perspectives is ar­
ranged into the following topic areas: trustee power reasserted, shift
in emphasis of responsibilities, and emerging potential for conflict.
Trustee power reasserted. A prevailing view of the role of the 
trustee in much of the recent literature has been that trustees have 
begun to reassert their power and influence over their entire institu­
tions and should continue to do so.
Trustees have been criticized in recent decades for shirking their 
responsibility and authority in educational affairs— the fundamental 
business of their colleges and universities. Corson (1975, pp. 265-267; 
1979, p. 22; 1980, p. 110) and others (Manne, 1972; Mortimer & McConnell, 
1978, p. 117) observed that trustees had become practically impotent, as 
they emphasized matters with which, as businessmen, lawyers, politicians, 
and bankers, they felt at home— finances, the physical plant, and politi­
cal and public relationships— and ignored uncomfortable questions related 
to educational programs, faculty capabilities, and services offered to 
students, which they "tend to assume...are the faculty's province and 
that they (the trustees) should not trespass on it....[and] the president
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often— and the faculty more often— tend to discourage any manifestation 
of interest by trustees [in these matters]. Authority delegated to the 
faculty decades ago is now regarded as belonging to it by God-given 
right" (Corson, 1980, p. 110).
The results of the 1968 ETS trustee survey (Hartnett, 1969) con­
firmed this assessment with consistently larger proportions of the re­
sponding public trustees directly involved in making decisions related 
to the details of financial and physical plant management than in making 
decisions for faculty selection, student affairs policies and regula­
tions, and academic affairs (p. 70).
Because of their unbalanced concern with a narrow range of policy 
and deep involvement in managing only a part of the institution's activ­
ities, trustees have been particularly criticized for "their tendency 
to interfere with and inability to contribute to the basic educational 
functions of the institutions they govern" (Corson, 1975, p. 264) and 
for denying both administrators and faculties "the vigorous questioning 
and review of performance that would test and perfect proposals most of 
which go on for review by state coordinating councils or legislative com­
mittees— with all their apparent imperfections" (1979, p. 22).
"That trustees should concern themselves with a broader range of 
policy making than most boards now do has long been advocated by most 
observers on institutional governance" (Corson, 1980, p. 111). However, 
response had been meager, if not nonexistent, as was clear from Corson's 
1979 observation that "since Beardsly Ruml challenged board members to 
reclaim responsibility for decision-making in their institutions in his 
Memo to a Trustee in 1959, no student of university administration has
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found that trustees accept real responsibility for decision-making with 
respect to such questions as what shall be taught, who shall teach, or 
who shall be taught" (p. 22).
The 1974 AGB survey of board chairmen (Zwingle & Mayville, 1974) 
suggested widespread support among trustees for broadening their role in 
educational affairs. From 80 to 90 percent of the public board chairmen 
responding agreed that faculties should accept a legitimate role for 
trustees in educational policy, trustees must take more responsibility 
for student program needs, trustees seem to be more responsible for the 
contemporary relevance of academic programs, and trustees and administra­
tors must pay more attention to the equitable determination of optimum 
faculty workloads (pp. 44-46). Furthermore, 64 percent said that their 
boards had tried recently to improve the effectiveness and contribution 
of their committees in educational policy (p. 47).
Davis and Batchelor (1974, p. 44) also found substantial support 
among both presidents and trustees nationwide for the view that board 
functioning would be improved by more attention to, or concern with, 
matters of major or long-range significance including educational policy.
Mortimer and McConnell (1978) suggested that change may be imminent 
by observing that "faculty autonomy in academic affairs has been increas­
ingly challenged...and trustees may eventually decide to reclaim some of 
the authority they have lost by delegation or default" (pp. 117-118).
They cite the experience of the University of California to illustrate 
that "trustees can reassert delegated authority even in areas that the 
faculty believes to be outside the trustees' legitimate spheres of com­
petence" (p. 137).
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Thus, the stage appears to have been set for a shift in the respon­
sibilities attributed to the role of trustees to encompass the entire 
sphere of institutional affairs.
Shift of emphasis of responsibilities. Statements of the purpose 
of boards, which reflect current perspectives on the role of trustees, 
have emphasized their comprehensive responsibility for their institutions. 
The statement by The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education (1973) was 
representative:
It [the board] holds and interprets the "trust"— the responsi­
bility for the long-run welfare of the total institution; it 
defines the purposes to be followed and the standards to be 
met; it is the guardian of the mission of the campus; it eval­
uates overall performance, (p. 32)
Duties and responsibilities recently set out for trustees have also 
reflected a shift in emphasis consistent with a reassertion of trustee 
power. A combination of the statements of Nason (1974, p. 2; 1980, 
pp. 28-46) and Kerr (1974, p. 2) is illustrative. The traditional re­
sponsibilities within the institution included (a) filling the presi­
dency effectively, (b) providing for financial support and control, and 
(c) developing and maintaining the physical assets. Added responsibili­
ties reflecting the shift to comprehensive involvement of trustees in 
all aspects of the institution included (a) insisting on the clarifica­
tion and publication -of the mission of the institution; (b) insisting on 
and approving integrated long-range plans supportive of the mission;
(c) overseeing, or examining the progress and assessing the performance 
of, the educational program; (d) interpreting the needs of society to the
80
campus; (e) serving as a court of appeal in an era when governance by 
consensus changes to governance by conflict, individual rights become 
more important, and challenges to authority become more prevalent;
(f) being both aware of, and sensitive to, changing attitudes, motiva­
tions, interest, and life-styles of faculty members and students; and
(g) assessing board performance and working toward developing a board of 
members whose qualities are compatible with the needs of the institution.
Emerging potentials for conflict. Attributing anew such a com­
prehensive range of responsibilities to the role of trustee will inevi­
tably raise fundamental questions about how much authority and responsi­
bility should be delegated to campus constituencies by trustees and what 
the rights and duties of the trustees should be. Rauh (1969) counseled 
trustees to devise ways to share responsibility rather than to carve out 
precise jurisdictions because of the numerous and extensive overlaps of 
interests among boards and campus groups (pp. 31-32). Rauh also advised 
trustees to delegate responsibility in business affairs to the same ex­
tent as in academic affairs (pp. 39-40). Zwingle (1980) concurred that, 
in ensuring effective planning and overseeing, evaluating, and assessing 
institutional performance, trustees must rely heavily on the president, 
other administrators, and the faculty to exercise professional leader­
ship (pp. 23-24).
In matters concerned with providing and conserving financial re­
sources, boards have been expected, with little disagreement among those 
on all sides of the trustee-power question, to be heavily involved in de­
tail. The board has basic responsibility for the financial health of 
the campus in view of observers generally. (AAUP, 1966/1973, p. 210;
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Carnegie Commission, 1973, p. 33; Heilbron, 1973, pp. 177-181; Martorana, 
1963, p. 86; Nason, 1974, p. 16; 1980, pp. 38-40; Rauh, 1969, pp. 41-44) 
There is even evidence that many faculty view this as the principal pur­
pose of trustees. The report of the 1969 Survey of Faculty and Student 
Attitudes (Carnegie Commission, 1973) showed that, of the faculty who re­
sponded, 45 percent agreed that the "trustees' only responsibility should 
be to raise money and gain community support" (p. 90). Thus, trustees 
may find it difficult to persuade campus constituencies to accept addi­
tional responsibility in this area.
Managing physical resources is the principal function where trustees 
have been criticized by proponents of stronger board authority for being 
involved in excessive operational detail to a degree clearly out of bal­
ance with their concern for academic policy matters. In this area of 
responsibility, they have been accused of confusing policy with adminis­
tration and of allowing board meetings to be cluttered with detail and 
their own attention distracted from other more important issues. Finally, 
they have been urged to delegate all matters pertaining to physical re­
sources to business officers and others who are knowledgeable. (Nason, 
1974, p. 16; Rauh, 1969, p. 46) Because trustees themselves are comfort­
able in this area, they may find it difficult to give up further control.
Selecting the president is another responsibility about which po­
tential for conflict has appeared in the literature. While, as Mortimer 
and McConnell (1978) pointed out, it is generally agreed that the govern­
ing board has the primary responsibility and the formal authority to se­
lect the president, from the search for candidates to the final choice,
"it is also now generally agreed... that the trustees should allow other
constituencies, including faculty and students, to participate in the 
search and the choice" (pp. 137-138). Questions on the issue of partic­
ipation which suggest the potential for conflict include whether circum­
stances should influence the level of participation; whether the extent 
of involvement should vary among constituencies; whether participation 
should encompass choice as well as search; and whether participation 
means direct influence on the decision, or concurrence in a decision al­
ready made, or merely review and advice on the choices. Imprecision 
among prominent observers regarding these questions was indicated by 
Rauh's description of the task of selecting the president, which pro­
vided that direct involvement by the board would vary according to cir­
cumstances (1969, pp. 10-17); Heilbron's (1973) call for a selection 
committee which required only that it be representative of campus con­
stituencies, and Nason's statement that choosing was finally up to the 
board after needs assessing, searching, and screening were completed 
with internal constituencies usually involved (1980, pp. 28-29). In 
contrast, the AAUP (1972/1973, pp. 220-221) definitely specified a pri­
mary joint role for the faculty and the board in which the "primacy of 
faculty concern" (p. 221) would be reflected in both the search for and 
the selection of the president regardless of the committee structure 
used for that purpose.
In educational planning and performance evaluation, the contrast in 
views on the role of trustees is evident when comparing the stance of 
the AAUP with that of advocates of strong reassertion of power by 
trustees. The AAUP (1966/1973) stipulated that boards should impose ap­
propriate self-limitation where major authority was ascribed to faculty
while maintaining a general overview of administration and of teaching 
and research, making sure of the publication of a codified policy and 
procedure statement, and paying attention in the broadest sense to per­
sonnel policy (p. 210). Boards should exercise adversely their powers 
of review and/or final decision only in exceptional circumstances and 
should communicate their reasons "for such fundamental areas as curricu­
lum, subject matter and methods of instruction, research, faculty status 
and those aspects of student life which relate to the educational pro­
cess" (p. 212). The AAUP (1962) had already assigned primary responsi­
bility to faculty in these policy areas as well as in student admission 
academic performance, and degree granting standards, and in the budget 
and expenditure of funds allocated for educational purposes. In partic­
ular, faculty participation and concurrence had been stipulated for 
"faculty appointments, reappointments, and promotions, and actions re­
sulting in tenure" (1962, p. 322).
By contrast, advocates of a return to strong trustee power,, such as 
Corson (1973, 1975, 1980) and Nason (1974, 1980), prescribed an asser­
tive role for trustees in educational affairs. Their responsibilities 
were held to include assessing whether their institution's goals and 
policies were serving society's needs and supporters' objectives and 
evaluating its performance, said by Corson to be "task[s] its president 
and his or her aids cannot perform" (1980, p. 102), as well as insisting 
"that faculty and administration see their place in the framework of the 
larger world" (Nason, 1980, p. 43). Thus, it is up to the board to see 
that there is someone to "set goals, make policies, and oversee manage­
ment if faculty members, supporting staffs, students, and others are to
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collaborate effectively" (Corson, 1980, p. 103).
To carry out these responsibilities, trustees were charged to moni­
tor closely and in detail the vitality of their educational programs 
through semi-annual ar annual reviews, making sure of a continuing effort 
to add, reshape, and eliminate programs and courses, consistent with the 
mission of the institution and needs of constituencies; monitor evidence 
of the academic progress of students, considering the compatibility of 
admissions policies, tuition rates, and financial aid practices with the 
ethnic, academic, and economic backgrounds of students admitted, and 
studying both rates of attrition and measures of the success of gradu­
ates; and monitor continuously faculty affairs, examining practices for 
selecting new appointees and processes for evaluating faculty members 
for reappointment and promotion and for evaluating teaching effective­
ness, reviewing proportions of faculty in each rank granted tenure, and 
receiving six months in advance the evaluations of those individuals to 
be recommended for tenure (Corson, 1973, p. 9; 1975, p. 271; 1980, 
pp. 114-115; Nason, 1980; pp. 36-37).
Notwithstanding the criticism of trustees for delegating too much 
authority in educational matters and the growing pressures to reassert 
their powers, research results have revealed sharp differences on the 
delegation question between trustees and faculty. The conflict, DeFiore 
(1972) reported, was not in what trustees themselves do as much as in 
what they prevent faculty from doing in certain types, or classes, of 
decisions, particularly faculty personnel affairs. A majority of the 
trustees said that they and administrators, acting either alone or to­
gether, should exercise sole authority concerning a professor's immoral
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conduct, tenure decisions, and faculty leaves, while 80 percent or more 
of the faculty respondents said that they also should exercise major 
authority in these areas (pp. 16-17).
The relationships of support and monitoring by trustees of their 
presidents also offer potential for conflicting views on the role of the 
trustee. Even the issue of whether a productive relationship can exist 
appears not to have been settled. In the 1974 AGB survey of board chair­
men (Zwingle & Mayville, 1974), only 60 percent objected to the state­
ment that "good board/president relationships almost defy systematic 
cultivation" (p. 45), and a surprising 23 percent agreed. Furthermore, 
only 60 percent said that their boards had recently "attempted to evalu­
ate the chief executive officer" (p. 47). The evaluation of the presi­
dent is uniquely difficult because, for intellectual accomplishment 
where change occurs in the minds of people, there are no fixed standards 
(Rauh, 1969, p. 22). Also, advisers have offered different approaches 
ranging from a two-stage formal process consisting of an annual limited 
review based on board members' views augmented by a comprehensive and 
penetrating evaluation every two or three years including "views of 
other administrators, alumni, faculty members, students, and representa­
tives of the general public" (Dressel, 1976, p. 396) to informal and 
less structured approaches emphasizing continuous, or at least timely, 
evaluation to forestall unpleasant circumstances, based on clearly 
stated expectations, and including persistent but noninterfering ques­
tioning of presidential proposals (Corson, 1980, p. 114; Nason, 1974, 
p. 15; Rauh, 1969, pp. 19-23).
The potential for conflict in views on having boards reclaim
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authority was highlighted by the warning of Mortimer and McConnell (1978) 
that "the movement of decision making upward in the organization...may 
well exacerbate faculty/administration/trustee relations" (p. 154). They 
questioned whether boards can evaluate the president; evaluate admissions 
policies, tuition rates, and financial aid policies in relation to campus 
mission; investigate practices for finding new appointees; investigate 
processes to evaluate faculty for promotion and tenure; investigate rela­
tionships between new programs and courses and the objectives of the in­
stitution and constituency needs served; and seek evidence of quality of 
output without interfering improperly in the administrative processes, 
challenging the most jealously held professional responsibilities of the 
faculty, imposing lay judgment in lieu of faculty expertness, and making 
judgments on the basis of unsound or inadequate information (pp. 154- 
155).
Assessing their own performance is an integral part of the respon­
sibility of trustees for assessing the performance of all aspects of 
their institution, according to both Nason (1974, p. 23) and Zwingle and 
Mayville (1974, p. 9). However, whether trustees really believe such 
assessment can and should be done is open to question. Zwingle and May­
ville reported that more than four-fifths of the board chairmen who re­
sponded to the 1974 AGB survey expected trustees to respond positively 
to reasonable criteria for evaluation of performance and 44 percent said 
their boards had tried recently to assess their performance (p. 46). 
Nonetheless, Zwingle and Mayville observed that, although all commenta­
tors generally had called for periodic review of board performance, only
a few institutions had formal programs for testing their own
87
effectiveness and for achieving substantial reform, and trustees were 
generally apathetic toward developing such programs (pp. 25-26).
Perhaps a clue to this perceived apathy is to be found in the dif­
ficulty of establishing criteria of effectiveness. Both Nason (1974, 
p. 23) and Zwingle and Mayville (1974, p. 9) pointed out that the board 
must first determine what its business should be, what its responsibili­
ties— legal, moral, social— are, what role it has chosen for itself.
The nature of the choice was suggested by Dominguez's (1973) "gov­
erning theory board" and "review theory board" (p. 3), briefly referred 
to in the earlier section on Board Composition.
A governing theory board is a board which initiates and makes poli­
cy, orders and commands, vetoes and rejects, and probably must be repre­
sentative of and responsible to constituencies. Internal constituencies 
and institutionalized constituency conflict must be incorporated within 
the board, or open multi-constituency conflict will occur outside the 
board, resulting in academic mediocrity and other damage. (pp. 3, 8-9) 
The alternative is the review theory board which reviews the conduct of 
university affairs, makes sure that the university is consistent with 
its historic mission, acts as a detached and impartial overseer of uni­
versity life, need neither be representative of nor responsible to in­
ternal and external constituencies, must be autonomous of constituency 
pressures, and may need shielding from them (p. 3). The four general 
requirements for review theory boards are:
— One, they must delegate significant authority to the inter­
nal constituencies while they monitor their actions to make 
certain that the integrity of the academic process is
preserved.
— Two, they must keep faith with the external constituencies 
while seeking the continuation of their support.
— Three, they must shield the institution from external con­
stituency interference.
— Four, they must make sure that the institution is a respected, 
reliable, and responsible one in its contractual, legal, and 
public relationships and that it operates within its finan­
cial means. (pp. 8-9)
In summary, current perspectives on the role of trustees in insti­
tutional governance in the literature reflect substantial conflict of 
views. With trustees under pressure to reassert their authority over 
the entire institution, there are differences as to the strength with 
which this should occur. There are also uncertainties and conflicts as 
to the extent to which trustees should be involved and share authority 
in such areas of decision-making as the filling of the presidency and 
educational policy. Finally, the responsibility of boards of trustees 
for assessing their own performance can lead to differences in views, at 
the root of which is the basic question of what role the board has chosen 
for itself.
The Governing Board Member's (Visitor’s) Role 
in Virginia Public Higher Education 
The General Assembly of Virginia, empowered by the Constitution of 
Virginia (1971, Art. VIII, Sec. 9), has created 14 institutions of higher 
education, each with a board of visitors provided by law with general 
corporate powers and specific broad powers both to hold and control
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property and to generally manage and direct the affairs of their respec­
tive colleges and universities (VA. CODE ANN., 1980 Repl. Vol. Sec. 23- 
39 to 23-191). Interestingly, the corporate names of the boards of visi­
tors are set out in the legislation in a variety of styles, as shown by 
the following list:
The College of William and Mary in Virginia (Sec. 23-39)
Old Dominion University (Sec. 23-49.11)
The Rector and Visitors of Christopher Newport College 
(Sec. 23-49.23)
Virginia Commonwealth University (Sec. 23-50.4)
The Rector and Visitors of the University of Virginia 
(Sec. 23-69)
The Rector and Visitors of George Mason University 
(Sec. 23-91.24)
The Rector and Visitors of Mary Washington College 
(Sec. 23-91.34)
Virginia Military Institute (Sec. 23-92)
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 
(Sec. 23-114)
The Visitors of Radford University (Sec. 23-155.1)
The Visitors of James Madison University (Sec. 23-164.1)
The Visitors of Virginia State University (Sec. 23-165.1)
The Visitors of Norfolk State University (Sec. 23-174.1)
The Visitors of Longwood College (Sec. 23-182)
Perspectives on the role of the visitor in Virginia public higher 
education were found principally in documents from (a) the General
Assembly Including both relevant legislation and reports of related com­
missions, (b) the State Council of Higher Education for Virginia, (c) the 
boards of visitors themselves, and (d) other sources. The purpose of 
this section of Chapter II is to review these perspectives in order to 
develop a background to aid in interpreting the results of the present 
study.
Legislation and Other General Assembly Documents
The legal powers conferred upon the boards of visitors by the Code 
of Virginia (Sec. 23-39 to 23-191) afforded them virtually unlimited 
discretion to manage their respective universities and colleges except 
as restricted by the general laws of the State. Expecting legislated 
rights, powers, and duties of the boards to be generally consistent 
among the institutions, it was surprising to discover a sharp inconsis­
tency as to how deeply visitors should be involved in operational de­
tails. In addition to holding and managing the properties, expending 
the funds of their institutions, fixing student fees, and conferring de­
grees, the boards generally were to manage the operations of their in­
stitutions. For 10 boards this consisted of making whatever rules and 
regulations each board considers necessary; appointing the president, 
the faculty, and other staff members and fixing their salaries; and gen­
erally directing the affairs of the institution. There was no reference 
to further involvement in routine operational details. However, the re­
maining four boards were directed to become involved in the operational 
details either of all functions or of only the educational functions. 
Besides appointing the president, professors, teachers, staff members, 
and agents, and fixing their salaries, two of the boards "shall prescribe
their duties" (Sec. 23-50.10, 23-176.6). Of the remaining two boards, 
one may and the other shall "prescribe the duties of each professor, and 
the course and mode of instruction" (Sec. 23-76, 23-125). Brown (1977) 
noted that these provisions "would seem to indicate the absence of re­
luctance by the legislature to legislate into an area traditionally re­
served to institutions" (p. 31). Thus, whether or not intended by the 
General Assembly, there were statutory differences among the institu­
tions in the roles prescribed for the board members with respect to both 
their duties and responsibilities and their relationships with the ad­
ministrators and faculties.
Traditionally and historically, up until the mid-1970s there were 
few, if any, constraints on the autonomy of the boards of visitors and 
they had been free to make the major policy decisions affecting their 
institutions and to run them in any way they saw fit (Report, 1974, 
p. 7). However, there have been no fewer than eight legislatively man­
dated studies directed to public higher education during the first 
three-quarters of the twentieth century, beginning in 1908, and the lack 
of state-wide coordination and cooperation was an important concern in 
all of them (Higher, 1951, pp. 5, 14-16; Report, 1974, pp. 4, 7, 61-62; 
Russell, 1965). Boards had been described in these studies as function­
ing primarily for their own institutions without particular regard for 
the public interest of the Commonwealth taken as a whole. They had 
sometimes been excused from taking the broad perspective and commended 
for their eagerness in building up their own institutions. The absence 
of a comprehensive state-wide system was offered in these studies as the 
principal reason for the perceived failure to meet the higher educational
needs of the people, for alleged waste and unnecessary duplication, and 
for the absence of a state-wide orientation on the part of the visitors 
(Higher, 1951, p. 5). All of the studies except one (Russell, 1965) 
recommended either creating a new agency of control or substantially 
strengthening an already existing one to foster coordination and cooper­
ation. Two of the studies even recommended centralized control of all 
of public higher education under a chancellor and elimination of the 
governing boards of the individual institutions (Higher, 1951, pp. 15-16 
Report, 1974, pp. 7, 61-62).
The Virginia Advisory Legislative Council (Higher, 1951) concluded 
that, in order to deal with the effects of the inability of the individ­
ual boards to develop a state-wide concept of higher education, a cen­
tral coordinating board was necessary, existing along with the governing 
boards continuing to function fully (pp. 5-9). The report of this Coun­
cil became the basis for the General Assembly to create the State Coun­
cil of Higher Education in 1956, 44 years after the first proposal in 
1912 of a central agency to foster coordination and cooperation among 
the various public institutions of higher education in Virginia (Report, 
1974, pp. 4, 62).
With the creation of the State Council of Higher Education in 1956, 
a legislative framework was finally put in place within which the indi­
vidual public institutions and their boards could function as a coordi­
nated system of higher education into which their individual programs 
could be integrated to better serve the public interest. Nevertheless, 
18 years later the boards of visitors were still operating independently 
of almost all influence of the State Council of Higher Education, the
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governor, and the legislature although they were slowly increasing their 
sometimes reluctant cooperation with the Council (Report, 1974, p. 7).
By the early to mid-1970s, consistent with the national demands for 
responsiveness and accountability described in the previous section, the 
visitors were being viewed much more critically. Scattered throughout 
The Report of the General Assembly Commission on Higher Education to the 
General Assembly of Virginia (1974), and particularly the appended con­
sultants ' report, were serious charges related to the role of the visi­
tors as well as the State Council. The report stated that Virginia 
still lacked a coordinated system of public higher education. Needs of 
the general public had not been addressed. The Council lacked enough 
authority to require the necessary institutional self-regulation. Visi­
tors appeared not to fully understand their responsibilities. Effective 
management was not found at either the state or the institutional level, 
beginning with the absence of both designated responsibility for and 
documented evidence of effective, comprehensive, coordinated long-range 
planning to meet the needs of students and the general public. Orga­
nized performance reviews of both boards and institutional administra­
tors were nonexistent, as was appropriate and timely information for 
performance appraisal. Annual financial reports submitted by the insti­
tutions to the State Council were confused, incomplete, and inconsistent 
with internal reporting. Finally, a vital need existed to acquaint new 
board members with how their institutional operations worked and with 
the related financial implications.
The recommendations of the 1974 Report became the basis for statu­
torily strengthening the regulatory authority of the State Council of
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Higher Education over public institutions in three crucial functions: 
planning, academic programs, and biennial appropriations budgeting (VA. 
CODE ANN., 1980 Repl. Vol. Sec. 23-9 to 23-9.14). The powers of the 
Council encompassed all institutions as a coordinating system and in­
cluded mission statement approval for existing institutions and defini­
tion for new institutions; new program approval, unproductive program 
discontinuance, and new academic unit approval; approval of institu­
tional enrollment projections together with establishment of budget 
policy, formulae, and guidelines for preparing institutional appropria­
tions requests; and approval of proposed changes in the inventory of 
physical space for educational and general activities.
The Council also was granted the powers to establish and require 
compliance with all necessary rules, regulations, and procedural tools 
including a uniform, comprehensive, information collection system and 
"uniform standards and systems of accounting, record keeping and sta­
tistical reporting for the public institutions" (Sec. 23-9.6(i)).
While strengthening the Council, the General Assembly also pre­
served an independent role for the visitors by providing that "the Coun­
cil, insofar as practicable, shall preserve the individuality, tradi­
tions and sense of responsibility of the respective institutions"
(Sec. 23-9.6:l(n)); and that "the powers of the governing boards...shall 
not be impaired except to the extent that powers and duties are herein 
specifically conferred upon the State Council of Higher Education"
(Sec. 23-9.14).
In addition the General Assembly provided ways and means for the 
boards to assert their powers and independence by statutorily
(a) withholding authority from the Council to alter mission statements 
adopted by the General Assembly; (b) reserving to the boards the author­
ity to formulate policy both for the employment of faculty and staff and 
for the admission, conduct, and dismissal of students without interfer­
ence by the Council; (c) withholding authority from the Council to dis­
approve an academic unit which the General Assembly may create and es­
tablish; (d) allowing institutions to appear before the governor or the 
General Assembly concerning their budget requests; (e) directing that 
"Council, insofar as practicable, shall seek the assistance and advice 
of the respective institutions in fulfilling all of its duties and re­
sponsibilities" (Sec. 23-9.6:l(n)); (f) excluding endowment funds from 
the authority of Council; and (g) delaying the effectuation of mission 
statement approvals and disapprovals, discontinuance of unproductive 
programs, and changes in the inventory of physical space for educational 
and general activities ordered by the Council until 30 days after the 
adjournment of the General Assembly to which they are reported.
Despite this evident reaffirmation of an independent leadership 
role for the boards of visitors within the state-wide system, the General 
Assembly then acted to apparently circumvent— if not deny— the responsi­
bility and authority of the boards to correct the reported management 
deficiencies within their respective institutions. The Higher Education 
Commission’s Report (1974) had contained the recommendation that the 
boards of visitors supervise the implementation of the proposed manage­
ment improvements and had set out a step-by-step process for ad hac 
committees of the boards to follow in carrying out their supervisory 
tasks (pp. 267, 269-270). Under the Virginia Code, boards of visitors
already possessed power and authority like that of a General Assembly 
committee to gather evidence they deemed necessary or expedient in con­
nection with any investigation into the management or conduct of offi­
cers and employees of their respective institutions (Sec. 9-13). The 
General Assembly, however, chose to turn the supervisory function over to 
its Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission, which was directed to 
continue the study of the management and financial practices of each in­
stitution, formulate specific recommendations to correct deficiencies, and 
report to the General Assembly on its work and the cooperation of each 
institution in implementing the recommendations (Report, 1975, p. 3).
Thus, by its 1974 Acts, the General Assembly provided for strong 
state-wide regulatory coordination of the substantive functions of plan­
ning, academic programming, and budgeting, and thereby mandated that 
henceforth each institution and its board would act as integral parts of 
a state-wide system and see to it that their educational programs con­
tributed economically and effectively to the overall needs of the Common­
wealth. At the same time, the General Assembly appeared to reaffirm the 
authority and rights of the visitors to govern their institutions re­
sponsibly and accountably by preserving and protecting opportunities for 
them to independently exert their initiative and authority. However, 
the General Assembly demonstrated its apparent lack of reluctance to in­
trude into the management and financial practices— the procedural func­
tions— of the individual institutions by way of its Legislative Audit 
and Review Commission. These actions appeared to contain a conflict be­
tween an intent of the General Assembly to strengthen the State Council 
of Higher Education while preserving strong board powers on the one hand
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and-a tendency to intervene directly in the operating practices of the 
institutions on the other.
The State Council of Higher Education for Virginia
As has already been noted in the Chapter I subsection on Conflict­
ing Views— Virginia Documents, the Council has said that its own respon­
sibility is to represent the public interest as to the higher education 
needs of the people of the Commonwealth while the boards of visitors are 
to be concerned primarily with the interests of their respective insti­
tutions (State Council; 1973, 1974). The Council reaffirmed this view 
in its report on faculty tenure and activity (State Council, 1977) by 
omitting references to direct responsibility of local boards to serve 
the public interest of the people of the Commonwealth while declaring 
that "strong leadership from highly autonomous governing boards....is a 
key in ensuring that the institutions would maintain both their vitality 
and their ability to offer diverse educational experiences to Virginia 
citizens" (p. 157). The Council held the boards ultimately responsible 
for ensuring careful, wise management of tenure systems and other as­
pects of institutional governance (p. ii) and for seeing that clearly 
defined responsibilities are required of tenured faculty members when 
granting the privileges of tenure (pp. 9, 12).
Incidentally, the Council (1977) reported wide variations among in­
stitutions where decisions were made on the employment status of faculty 
members, ranging from the board to the dean of a school for such prob­
lems as appeals of decisions not to reappoint a faculty member (p. 60), 
the final tenure decision (p. 65), and the process for evaluating ten­
ured faculty (p. 74). These findings indicated a variation in views on
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the extent to which authority should be delegated for decisions on fac­
ulty affairs. There is no reason not to expect similar variations in 
other areas of educational decision-making.
Visitors' Bylaws and Other Sources
In order to complete the review of perspectives on the role of vis­
itor in Virginia higher education, the bylaws of the boards, The Council 
of Visitors, and recent related research are discussed in this section. 
Bylaws of the Boards How visitors view their own role can be infer­
red to a limited degree by reviewing their official statements of their 
rights and duties and authority— the manuals or bylaws of the boards.
Of the 14 boards covered by the present study, manuals or bylaws under 
which 11 were operating during the mid-1970s were made available for re­
view. Advice was received from two institutions that such documents did 
not exist.
Nine of the 11 statements of bylaws provided for a system of stand­
ing committees, which were organized around financial and other business 
and public affairs on the one hand and educational affairs on the other. 
All but one of the nine systems included a separate committee for land 
and physical facilities. A separate committee on public relations and 
resource development was provided for in five systems. Committees on 
educational affairs, without exception, separated academic program and 
faculty personnel matters from nonacademic student matters. In seven of 
the nine systems, academic and faculty matters were covered by a single 
committee. In order to demonstrate the wide differences among boards 
both in responsibilities and in strength of involvement prescribed for 
the standing committees, those concerned with academic and faculty
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matters are discussed below in terms of how specific and comprehensive 
the prescribed duties and responsibilities were and how strong the in­
volvement and initiative of the committees were to be.
The least specific and comprehensive statement directed the atten­
tion of the committee merely to "matters of faculty appointments and the 
academic organization of the college" without elaboration. One of the 
two most specific and comprehensive statements encompassed "educational 
policies and plans that are consistent with overall University policies 
and plans and will ensure the achievement of the stated goals and objec­
tives of the University" and specified new programs and degrees; exist­
ing programs; each of the aspects of policy in administering faculty 
personnel matters; organization of the academic structure; policies gov­
erning the admission of students; and planning with regard to faculty, 
academic programs, and community service. Between these two extremes 
were the other more moderately specific statements.
The strength of involvement and initiative expected of the commit­
tees also varied widely from the charge to one committee merely to "con­
sider and make recommendations to the Board" to the charge to another 
committee to "be responsible for making recommendations to the Board" 
and adding directives, with regard to specific responsibilities, to "ap­
praise," "monitor," "review," or "develop." Between these two extremes 
were more moderate mandates, such as the one which directed a committee 
to "have responsibility in....[and] exercise oversight over...."
Two committees with either academic or faculty responsibilities were 
unique. For one, responsibility was prescribed only for the academic 
program, in terms comparable to the more moderate statements referred to
100
above, with no mention of faculty affairs. The remaining committee, 
named the Faculty Liaison Committee, had as its only stated purpose to 
further the efforts to establish lines of communication with the faculty.
How visitors viewed their role in relation to faculty members may be 
inferred by the extent to which faculty were afforded an opportunity to 
participate in the activities of the committees on educational matters. 
One of the eight committees with responsibilities for academic affairs 
and faculty personnel matters was provided with participation in all 
meetings by a faculty respresentative, with voice but not vote; three
were directed to consult with the faculty in carrying out their duties;
and there was no mention of faculty participation for the other four.
In summary, Statements of bylaws for 11 boards of visitors were re­
viewed. Widely differing roles were found for the committees on educa­
tional matters among the nine boards with systems of standing committees. 
Differences existed both as to how specific and comprehensive the pre­
scribed responsibilities and tasks were and as to the expected strength 
of the involvement of the committees. Differences also existed as to 
whether and to what extent faculty were afforded the opportunity to par­
ticipate in committee activities. Therefore, a review of their bylaws 
indicated that visitors were at least somewhat likely to have different 
views on their role.
The Council of Visitors According to its By-Laws of April 14, 1976, 
The Council of Visitors was formed voluntarily by the members of the 
boards of visitors, "recognizing the common cause of public higher edu­
cation in the Commonwealth and the necessity of local autonomy in the 
governance of the individual institutions." The Council was "dedicated
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to the continued development and promotion of higher education in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia." In the statements of objectives, the visi­
tors said that they should establish communication links and working re­
lationships both among themselves and with State officials and others 
associated with and interested in public higher education. They also 
accepted the responsibility to address relevant issues, educate the 
citizens, and respond to the requirements of public accountability.
Thus, for the first time in the history of boards of visitors in 
Virginia, the visitors from all institutions jointly expressed through 
a formal, organizational arrangement a view of their role which extended 
beyond their own institutions and encompassed a state-wide perspective 
of the public interest in higher education.
Recent Research Recent research has indicated that the current legal 
status of visitors in Virginia appears to be reasonably secure. Richter 
(1981), in a study of legislative activity in Virginia and other member 
states of the Southern Regional Education Board, found a trend not 
toward state-wide governance but toward coordination with enforcement 
based on legislatively delegated authority to a strengthened agency for 
planning, budgeting, and program review. Virginia is a representative 
example of this trend. Hager (1976), in an earlier study of views of 
Virginia legislators, found opposition to state-wide governance (pp. 206- 
207),, general satisfaction with both the past performance and the exist­
ing powers of the State Council of Higher Education (pp. 197-199), and 
reasons for retaining local governing boards, which included securing 
the necessary monetary and political support for their institutions; 
providing important contacts between their institutions and the
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community; lending a specific identity to each school; adapting to the 
different situations and conditions unique to local areas; and prevent­
ing the loss to the institutions of their individual identities, diver­
sity, and local popular and financial support (pp. 184-185).
In line with trustee-facuity conflict nationally, as noted in the 
preceding sections, visitors have faced conflict within their institu­
tions concerning their'role. Bird (1978), in a study among Virginia 
four-year public colleges and universities, found disagreement among 
visitors, administrators, faculty, and students on who should be in­
volved in a broad array of categories of campus decisions including fi­
nance and plant, faculty affairs, appointments, academic programs, and 
governance. Both students and faculty were found to want significantly 
more participation than visitors were willing to allow, while visitors 
preferred a larger role for themselves than faculty said they should 
have.
In summary, documents which contain perspectives on the boards of 
visitors in Virginia higher education presented notably different views 
of the role of visitor. Historically and traditionally, the documented 
role prescribed for the visitors was found to have been limited to repre­
senting the interests of their respective institutions without reference 
to the interests of the public on a wider scale. This was reflected in 
the statutes creating the boards, the commentaries of General Assembly 
study commissions, recent reports of the State Council of Higher Educa­
tion, and the bylaws of the boards of visitors themselves, with the Gen­
eral Assembly and State Council particularly expressing expectations of 
strong, independent leadership from visitors in matters pertaining to
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their respective institutions. However, during the mid-1970s two docu­
mentary sources suggested a change in the strictly institutional view of 
the visitor role. First, the 1974 legislation strengthening the State 
Council of Higher Education appeared to imply that visitors address 
themselves to wider issues and preserved opportunities for boards to 
exert their power and influence, although the General Assembly simul­
taneously demonstrated its apparent lack of reluctance to intrude into 
the procedural aspects of institutional governance. Secondly, the volun­
tary establishment of the Council of Visitors became the first formal, 
joint expression of a state-wide view of their own role by the visitors.
Differences among visitors of views on their own role also were 
suggested regarding their institutional responsibilities and authority. 
Bylaws of boards were found to reflect widely varying prescriptions of 
committee tasks and expectations for committee involvement and initia­
tive. In addition, substantially different degrees of delegated author­
ity and responsibility for faculty affairs were found in a recent study 
by the State Council of Higher Education. Finally, recent research re­
sults reflected differences among visitors, administrators, faculty, and 
students on who should be involved in campus decision-making.
Thus, recently documented views of the role of visitor appeared, on 
the one hand, to be expanding toward the nationally held views which en­
compass responsibilities for the public interest beyond institutional 
limits and, on the other, to be still uncertain as to the campus respon­
sibilities and authority to be exercised by the boards.
Role Analysis Concepts and the Visitor's Role 
The central purpose of the present study was to identify and attempt
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to explain variations in the views of the role of visitor in Virginia 
higher education held by leaders in state-wide higher educational deci­
sion-making. Concepts of role analysis applicable to this purpose need 
to be set out as a partial foundation for the description of methodology 
to be presented in Chapter III.
The definition of role, presented in the Theoretical Framework in 
Chapter I, was drawn from Gross, Mason, and McEachern (1958) as follows: 
"A role is a set of expectations, or...a set of evaluative standards ap­
plied to an incumbent of a particular position" (p. 60). This defini­
tion emphasized the view of Getzels, Lipham, and Campbell (1968) that, 
for purposes of analyzing administrative behavior, the most useful way 
to define role was in terms of the normative elements specifying be­
havior expected from the incumbent of the role in relation to the social 
system or institution of which the role is a part, that is, in terms not 
of what actually is done but of what should be done to carry out the 
purposes of the system or institution, including both the rights and du­
ties of the incumbent (p. 60).
In the present study, distinguishing the concept of status from 
that of role can help in thinking about the nature of the visitor role. 
In this context, status may be thought of as the unit of position in a 
social structure. Role is what the individual occupying the status 
actually does with the normative possibilities of the status in rela­
tionships with individuals who occupy other statuses in the structure. 
Linton (1976, p. 277) explained that status and ro-le were inseparable 
concepts. However, thinking of status and role as distinct phenomena 
within a social structure is useful for analytical purposes. It also
serves as a reminder that, while the norms which define a status may be 
uniform and stable, the role may change as succeeding individuals occupy 
the status because, as Owens (1970, p. 71) notes, the behavior of a per­
son in a role will reflect some individualistic personality. The col­
lection of rights, duties, obligations, expectations, and so forth— that 
distinctive set of normative imperatives— which define the status also 
provide the set of potentials for interaction and enable individuals to 
move into and out of status positions while the system of relationships 
within the structure remains relatively stable, orderly, and enduring. 
This can provide predictability, security, and social identity to indi­
viduals occupying the statuses and a continuing, essential form and 
structure to groups. On the other hand, in many situations excessive 
and contradictory demands within the social system can cause the indi­
vidual psychological strain— a condition of normative breakdown where 
the individual is no longer integrated into the structure and, accord­
ingly, suffers the psychological pain of hopelessness, anxiety, and ali­
enation. (Dobriner, 1969, pp. 82-83; Linton, 1976, pp. 276-277) The 
present study is concerned with identifying indicators of such conflict­
ing demands which could cause normative breakdown in the role of the 
visitor.
Some normative imperatives, expectations, or standards have been 
formalized into enacted law, articulated in the State (Dobriner, 1969, 
p. 79), such as the laws related to the present study which assign con­
trol of physical properties of public colleges and universities to their 
governing boards. Other norms, not formalized though no less powerful 
than enacted laws in some cases, are in the form of images held by
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individuals occupying the many roles with which the role under study has 
relationships. Some of these images, which may be designated mores, are 
an essential part of the core of the normative order of the social 
structure, command a powerful sense of moral obligation, carry their own 
justification, and bring powerful sanctions if violated because of the 
potential damage to the collective reality of society (p. 77). In the 
context of the present study, an example might be the usually unwritten 
mandate that members of governing boards of colleges and universities 
refrain strictly from making derogatory statements in public about the 
board, the president and administration, the faculty, and the students. 
Finally, folkways are images held for a role which are less crucial than 
mores but are useful in facilitating social interaction, and their vio­
lation would arouse criticism and concern, although the sanctions would 
be relatively painless and inconsequential (pp. 76-77). In the present 
study, images or identities held for the role of visitor by individuals 
occupying certain of the related roles are important variables.
As Gross, Mason, and McEachern (1958) pointed out, the study of a 
role or position is valid only in terms of its relationships to other 
roles or positions (p. 62). Therefore, it is essential to the study of 
a role to identify the associated role-set. A role-set is a family of 
role-definers or individuals occupying roles which can be isolated for 
any particular role with which there are relationships (Sergiovanni & 
Carver, 1973, p. 179; Merton, 1976, p. 294). The role-set for the role 
of visitor would include the president and other administrators of the 
college or university, the members of the faculty, the students, the 
members and professional staff employees of the Council of Higher
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Education, legislators, other State officials, Federal officials, 
alumni, donors, members of the press, parents, and other members of 
the community.
Because of the potential for different expectations for a role 
among occupants of that role and of the different groups within the 
role-set, role conflict is virtually inevitable. Sergiovanni and Car­
ver (1973) defined three principal classes of role conflict for role 
occupants: intra-role conflict, inter-role conflict, and role conflict
for occupants as individuals. Intra-role conflict, the class with which 
the present study is concerned, was defined as "mutually contradictory 
expectations for a role occupant's behavior" (p. 180). In the context 
of the present study, an example of intra-role conflict would be where 
visitors find themselves under pressure from legislators and other ex­
ternal role-definers to raise the level of participation by faculty and 
students in board deliberations, an action at the same time vigorously 
opposed by presidents.
All of those included in a role-set are not necessarily included in 
the study of a particular role. Instead, the concept of a social system 
is used because, as noted by Getzels, Lipham, and Campbell (1968), a 
system may be defined in terms of the purpose of the problem to be ana­
lyzed. Everything not a part of the defined system is part of the en­
vironment. Three essential characteristics of social systems are "the 
interdependence of the parts, their organization into some sort of whole, 
and the intrinsic presence of both individuals and institutions" (p. 54). 
In this context, institutions are the "complex arrangements of interre­
lated norms" (Dobriner, 1969, p. 114) which define the roles comprising
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the social system. In the present study, the problem dictated that the 
social system be defined as the system of leadership for decision-making 
in public senior higher education in Virginia. The system includes, be­
sides the visitor position being analyzed, the following five positions 
from the role-set: presidents, members of the Council of Higher Educa­
tion for Virginia, legislators, professional employees of the staff of 
the Council o'f Higher Education, and certain central State officials se­
lected because of their relationship to public state-wide higher education.
The research which formed the theoretical background for the hypo­
theses to be tested and the methodology of the present study are dis­
cussed in Chapters I and III.
Summary
The review of the literature and other documents containing per­
spectives of the role of lay governing board members in higher education 
in America, usually termed trustees, and in public senior higher educa­
tion in Virginia, termed visitors, led to three conclusions which were 
important to the present study. First, there was evidence in the na­
tional literature of conflicting views of the current expectations of 
the role of the trustee as to relationships with both internal and ex­
ternal constituencies. Second, the current perspectives of the role of 
the trustee in American higher education were the result of the evolu­
tion of fundamental role relationships which were first established for 
the earliest Colonial college boards. Finally, the documented perspec­
tives of the role of visitor in Virginia public higher education, though 
lacking the same completeness, also contained conflicting views of ex­
pectations of the role in both its external and internal relationships.
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The role expected currently of the public college and university 
trustee was portrayed in the national literature in a variety of ways 
from, for example, being a passive, relatively ineffective go-between to 
being on the verge of a renewal which would result in a recapturing of 
responsibility and authority over the entire institution, including all 
aspects of educational affairs.
These variations in perspective were manifested in conflicts con­
cerning the composition of board membership, such as whether members 
should be representative of the broad values and goals of society or of 
the special interests of constituencies; and, if of constituencies, how 
the special interests could best be represented.
There were also variations in views on questions concerning the 
trustee's role as an intermediary between the institution and external 
constituencies, particularly state agencies of coordination and control. 
For example, trustees are faced with the dilemmas of how to be a cooper­
ative bridge and a defensive buffer simultaneously, how to discern the 
legitimate public interests which are to be served by the institution 
and its faculty, and how to distinguish the external pressures on their 
institutions which are constructive adjustments in programs and policy 
from those which are improper interferences.
Finally, the movement toward reasserting broad trustee power over 
the institution was viewed as potentially exacerbating and adding to 
conflicting perspectives of virtually all aspects of internal governance, 
including the extent to which trustees and campus constituencies should 
be involved in long-range planning and overseeing educational affairs, 
selecting and monitoring the president, maintaining the financial
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resources, and managing the physical plant. In addition, assessing the 
performance of the board itself was seen as a fundamental source of po­
tential conflict, dependent as it is on determining what the board 
should be.
Useful insight into the current perspectives of the role of trustees 
was provided by considering the important phases in the evolution of 
these perspectives. The very constituencies which now demand responsive­
ness and accountability from trustees established their power to do so 
in many cases by either having trustees transfer power to them or gener­
ating their own power with the acquiescence of trustees.
Trustees exercised virtually absolute authority over the internal 
affairs of their colleges, including faculties, during the Colonial era 
but, at the request of faculties, began to relinquish powers over educa­
tional matters during the early to mid-nineteenth century, and faculties 
ultimately took over from trustees almost total power in this area. 
Likewise, administrators have assumed much of the trustees' authority 
during the twentieth century as trustees delegated more and more power 
to their presidents. Students, in the later decades of the twentieth 
century, have generated their own base of power and influence.
During the Colonial era, trustees were subject to strong influence 
from external seats of power— donors, whether state or private, and the 
Church. While private donors and the Church have ceased to be influ­
ences for public institutions, the state, through state-wide coordinat­
ing and control mechanisms for higher education as well as governors and 
legislatures exerting control directly, has become the principal rela­
tionship of external power and pressure for the role of the public
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trustee.
During the late nineteenth and twentieth century periods with 
boards almost entirely composed of business-oriented members, trustees 
have concerned themselves with what they knew best— finance, physical 
plant, and public relations— while the authority and power which were 
related to the fundamental purpose of their institutions slipped away to 
internal and external constituencies. These shifts of power occurred 
despite the fact that the supreme, corporate and management statutory 
authority of trustees had hardly changed from that which was first con­
ferred on Colonial college boards and judicially confirmed in the Dart­
mouth decision of 1819.
In Virginia, members of the boards of visitors of the public senior 
colleges and universities have been consistently portrayed in documented 
perspectives, however incomplete, as being responsible primarily for the 
interests of their respective institutions. With one exception, offi­
cial expectations of a direct responsibility for the public interest has 
not been found. Boards even have been praised for their eagerness in 
building up their own institutions and excused— even justified— for the 
absence of a state-wide concern. Nevertheless, studies commissioned by 
the General Assembly throughout the twentieth century have consistently 
recommended mechanisms for state-wide coordination and control of higher 
education. The State Council of Higher Education, with its strong, reg­
ulatory, coordinating authority was the statutory answer to this need. 
At the same time, the boards of visitors, although severely criticized 
for inept management, were statutorily reaffirmed in their strong lead­
ership role at the institutional level, and encouragement for their
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adopting a state-wide view of their role may be inferred at least indi­
rectly from the legislation which created and established the Council of 
Higher Education. However, pronouncements from the Council have strictly 
assigned to visitors a strong institutional leadership role and re­
served to the Council itself the sole responsibility for the state-wide 
public interest. On their own behalf, across the State, the visitors, 
for the first time, recently formulated a role extending beyond strictly 
institutional bounds through a new, voluntary mechanism, The Council of 
Visitors, which has purposes and objectives encompassing a state-wide 
perspective. Thus, in the documented perspectives there are clear dif­
ferences in views of the extent to which visitors ought to be involved 
in higher educational matters from the point of view of the public in­
terest in Virginia beyond the interests of their respective institutions.
The perceived role of the visitors in institutional governance also 
seemed unclear in the documented evidence. Statutes creating the indi­
vidual colleges and universities contained many inconsistencies, includ­
ing one directly related to the rights and duties of visitors. Four 
boards were statutorily authorized to become directly involved in the 
operational details of their institutions in a way and to a degree dis­
tinctly different from the other 10. The General Assembly also recently 
directed an agency of its own to become involved in the procedural ac­
tivities of the individual colleges and universities at the very time 
when it was reaffirming the leadership role expected of the boards in 
governing their institutions. The boards themselves were found to have 
prescribed in their current bylaws widely differing degrees of responsi­
bility and involvement for their standing committees in the affairs of
their institutions. In addition, a recent study by the Council of 
Higher Education found the degree of delegation of authority for deci­
sions concerning faculty personnel affairs to vary widely among the 
institutions. Thus, there appeared to be evidence that views differed 
widely on the role of visitors relative to their responsibilities for 
institutional governance.
Finally, in this review, concepts of role analysis were set out 
which are to be employed in identifying and investigating differences 
in views among the current leadership in Virginia public senior higher 
education. These concepts form a portion of the foundation of the 
methodology of this study as presented in Chapter III. Following a pre­
sentation of the data from the survey in Chapter IV, the results are 
analyzed in Chapter V.
CHAPTER III: DESIGN OF THE RESEARCH
Chapter III contains a discussion of the method of research used 
to test the hypotheses in this study. The type of research which was 
selected is identified. The population is identified in terms of higher 
educational leadership position. Response rates also are tabulated.
The data-gathering instrument is presented along with explanations of
(a) the nature and purpose of the instrument in relation to the research 
design, (b) the development of the instrument, (c) the steps taken both 
in the design of the instrument and in the data-gathering procedures to 
strengthen reliability and validity, and (d) scoring. This chapter also 
contains a statement of the statistical hypotheses of this study and a 
description of the analytical techniques used to test these hypotheses.
As discussed in Chapters I and II, most of the research of govern­
ing boards in higher education has focused on attitudes of trustees, ad­
ministrators, faculty, and students within the institutions. It also 
has been mostly descriptive survey research. In the present study there 
is the attempt to add to this research by extending these two dimensions 
in the following ways: (a) conducting a survey research study while
introducing control by using a series of hypotheses developed from the 
results of earlier studies, and (b) expanding the study to include at­
titudes of influential role-definers in public higher education at the 
state level. Resource limitations dictated restricting the study to 
the public four-year higher educational system of a single State—  
Virginia— and to gathering data with a mail questionnaire rather than
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personal interviews.
The object of survey research is "to discover the relative inci­
dence, distribution, and interrelations of sociological and psycholo­
gical variables" (Kerlinger, 1973, p. 410) within populations or uni­
verses. Of first interest are the psychological variables— what people 
think and do; then what are considered to be vital sociological vari­
ables are related in some way to the psychological variables (p. 411). 
Relations among psychological variables also are studied (p. 412).
In the present study of views about the role of visitors in Vir­
ginia public higher education, the population included people who by 
virtue of their positions in relation to public higher education in 
Virginia were able to exercise significant influence on the direction 
and performance of the public senior higher educational system in the 
Commonwealth. In view of its relatively small size, the entire popu­
lation was surveyed in an effort to obtain as nearly complete data.as 
possible. It should be noted, however, that research surveys usually 
are studies of samples drawn from populations (Kerlinger, 1973, p. 411).
The sociological variables included for testing the hypotheses of 
this study were (a) position within the public senior higher educa­
tional leadership system in Virginia, as defined in Chapter I, (b) sex, 
(c) age, (d) race, (e) education, (f) other volunteer board experience, 
and (g) occupation. The psychological variables included attitudes or 
opinions (a) on the qualifications for membership on boards of visitors,
(b) on the rights and duties of boards of visitors, and (c) on the 
major authority which whould be exercised and/or shared by boards of 
visitors. The psychological variables also included political and
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social views as well as attitudes about academic freedom.
This study, being survey research, was a type of ex post facto 
research. Ex post facto research has been defined by Kerlinger (1973) 
as:
systematic empirical inquiry in which the scientist does not 
have direct control of independent variables because their 
manifestations have already occurred or because they are 
inherently not manipulable. Inferences about relations among 
variables are made, without direct intervention, from concom­
itant variation of independent and dependent variables.
(p. 379)
There is considerably greater risk in ex post facto research than 
in experimental research of improper interpretation of results because 
of the lack of direct control stemming from two weaknesses— the inde­
pendent variables cannot be manipulated and random assignment of sub­
jects to groups or of treatments to groups is not possible (Kerlinger, 
1973, pp. 379, 381). In spite of these limitations, however, ex post 
facto research plays an important role. In both educational and social 
research many of the important research problems do not lend themselves 
to experimental inquiry but are suitable for the application of ex post 
facto methods (p. 392). Attempting to identify and analyze relation­
ships among views about the role of the board of visitors in Virginia 
higher education and other psychological and social attributes of in­
fluential decision-makers is such a problem.
According to Kerlinger (1973), "testing alternative hypotheses... 
is particularly important in ex post facto studies...[as] one of the
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only ways to 'control' the independent variables" (p. 390) in the ab­
sence of randomization and manipulation. Thus, in the present study 
seven hypotheses, including one which poses relationships among sev­
eral psychological and sociological variables, were tested in analyz­
ing and interpreting the results.
The Population Surveyed
The population for this study included those persons who, in ad­
dition to being responsible for the objectives and results of their own 
work, were expected to make decisions which materially affect the po­
tential and the performance of the state-wide public senior higher edu­
cational system in Virginia. Table 3.1 contains a summary of the total 
population which was surveyed with a classification by position rela­
tive to the public senior higher educational leadership system in Vir­
ginia. Table 3.1 also contains a summary of the number of question­
naire responses which were received. Almost all of these were at least 
partly usable in testing the hypotheses of this research. Nearly two- 
thirds of the questionnaires mailed out were returned. Usable ques­
tionnaires were returned from 65.4 percent of the members of boards of 
visitors and 62.6 percent of the members of the General Assembly, the 
two largest position groups. Rates of return of usable questionnaires 
for the smaller groups were 71.4 percent for presidents, 45.5 percent 
for members of the Council of Higher Education, 100.0 percent for staff 
of the Council of Higher Education, and 80.8 percent for other State 
officials.
Descriptive summaries of the data from the questionnaires are
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Table 3.1
Summary of the Survey Population by Position
Position
Question- Questionnaires Received 
naires Per- Per-
Mailed Total cent Usable cent
Members of boards of 
visitors 185 122 65.9 121 65.4
2. Presidents of colleges 
and universities 14 10 71.4 10 71.4
3. Members of the State 
Council of Higher 
Education 11 5 45.5 5 45.5
4. Members of the General 
Assembly 139
5. Professional staff 
employees of the Council
of Higher Education 10
6 . Other selected profes­
sional executive offi­
cials of State agencies 
who work with higher 
education 26
89 64.0 87 62.6
10 100.0 10 100.0
21 80.8 21 80.8
Total 385 257 66.8 254 66.0
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presented in Chapter IV. Accordingly, reference should be made to 
Chapter IV for descriptions of the social attributes of the population 
included in the results of the survey.
Instrumentation
The present study was a survey research investigation into the in­
cidence and distribution of psychological variables of possible signi­
ficance in defining the role of visitors in Virginia higher education—  
specifically, views of role definers concerning qualifications, rights 
and duties, and major authority of boards— and the interrelationships 
of these psychological variables with both sociological variables and 
other psychological variables. The questionnaire in Appendix A was 
used to collect data on these variables. Data on the primary psycho­
logical variables were gathered using Parts III, IV, and V. That is, 
the views of the population respondents (a) on qualifications of board 
members were gathered with Part III, (b) on rights and duties of boards 
of visitors with Part IV, and (c) on major authority with Part V.
Part I— Personal Data was used to gather sociological data from the 
members of the population about their sex, age, race, educational back­
ground, experience background in both education and board service, and 
occupation. In addition, data were gathered on psychological variables 
associated with the political orientation of the members of the popula­
tion using Part II of the questionnaire.
The survey questionnaire was developed from instruments used in 
two previous research studies— The Trustee Survey administered in 1968 
by the Educational Testing Service (ETS) (Hartnett, 1969, pp. 72-79) 
and the study of school boards and superintendents reported by Gross,
Mason, and McEachern (1958, app. A). The instrument in the present 
study was primarily derived from the ETS survey instrument. The socio­
logical variables included in Part I of the present study also were 
variables included in Part I of the ETS study. Income and religious 
preference variables were included in the ETS study but were omitted 
from this study. In addition, the variables for board members only 
which refer to the proximity of home and institution served and to the 
activities as a board member were derived from similar items in the ETS 
survey. In some cases the items were modified with two purposes in 
mind. One purpose was to obtain more nearly continuous interval data; 
the other was to save space. These two purposes usually were compati­
ble as demonstrated by the item relating to age— Part I, number 2; its 
counterpart in the ETS survey offered only five age ranges as choices 
but occupied more space.
Part II— Political Orientation— of the present survey is very like 
its counterpart in the 1968 ETS survey with three exceptions. In the 
first place the scale choice, Independent, was added for item 1, polit­
ical party preference. Second, the scale choices for political ideolo­
gy or leaning were increased from three to five to provide for strength 
as well as direction. Finally, the list of prominent persons was 
shortened somewhat and some names were replaced to bring the list up to 
date.
Parts III, IV, and V— the principal psychological variables— con­
tain many items of opinion which were taken intact from the 1968 ETS 
survey questionnaire. Other items were used from the ETS survey in 
modified form and several items were added to bring the issues
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presented for opinion up to date and to include issues of concern to 
the broader range of subjects included in the population for the pres­
ent study. The response scale choices for Part V match those of the 
1968 ETS survey within the institution; three choices were added at the 
state level to meet the needs of the present study. For Parts III and 
IV, however, the response scale choices were the ones used in the role- 
def inition instruments for the study conducted by Gross, Mason and 
McEachern (1958).
Reliability Considerations Several steps were taken in the present 
survey to assure that as far as possible every person to whom a ques­
tionnaire was mailed responded. These efforts resulted in an overall 
usable response rate of nearly two-thirds, as shown in Table 3.1.
These steps, described below, were taken to try to avoid what has been 
seen as the most serious defect in the reliability of the mail ques­
tionnaire— lack of response (Kerlinger, 1973, p. 414; Parten, 1966, 
p. 392). While the response rate for this study did not reach the 
range of 80 to 90 percent or more recommended by Kerlinger as a basis 
for valid generalizations, the response rate which was attained is con­
siderably above that which is common for most surveys (p. 414) and can 
be considered useful for the exploratory nature of the present study.
The first step in obtaining a high level of participation was to 
gain the support of key persons among the major constituencies of the 
population. Thus, personal visits were made to the following officials 
associated with public higher education in Virginia:
Chairman, Senate Committee on Education 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Finance
Chairman, House of Delegates Committee on Appropriations 
Chairman, House of Delegates Committee on Education and 
Health
(contacted by telephone because distance made 
a personal visit not feasible)
Chairman, Council of Visitors Executive Committee 
Secretary of Education
Director, State Council of Higher Education 
Associate Director, State Council of Higher Education 
Chief Analyst, Education, Department of Planning and Budget 
Member of the Staff of the House Committee on Appropriations 
The purposes of these visits were (a) to encourage personal interest 
and willingness to participate in the study, (b) to seek advice on ways 
to obtain maximum participation, and (c) to obtain permission from 
those who were most widely known to mention them by name as being in­
terested and willing to participate personally.
The second step was to mail the questionnaire to members of the 
population. Advice had been received of the well-known, strong reluc­
tance of legislators to respond to questionnaires of any kind. There­
fore, an advance letter was sent to each member of the Virginia Senate 
and House of Delegates about 10 days prior to mailing the question­
naire. A sample of this letter is presented in Appendix B-l. A ques­
tionnaire then was mailed to each member of the population. Separate 
personalized letters of introduction and instruction to accompany the 
questionnaires were prepared for legislators (Appendix B-2), members of 
boards of visitors and presidents (Appendix B-3), members of the State
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Council of Higher Education (Appendix B-4) , and full-time staff offi­
cials both of the State Council of Higher Education and of other State 
agencies who were concerned with public higher education (Appendix B-5).
The final step was that of follow-up. Because the questionnaire 
itself was anonymous, a separate control procedure was necessary to 
identify persons responding to the survey. Thus, a separate reply card 
(Appendix C-l) accompanied the questionnaire to enable the respondent 
to advise that the questionnaire had been returned and to request a 
summary of results if desired. The follow-up strategy was based on the 
record of return of these cards and consisted of three stages. The 
first stage was to mail a follow-up postcard (Appendix C-2) to all mem­
bers of the population from whom no notice had been received that the 
questionnaire had been returned. Later, an attempt was made to contact 
by telephone every member of the population who had not sent notice of 
the questionnaire return in response either to the initial mailing or 
to the follow-up postcard. Finally, to all of those not reached by 
telephone a second complete questionnaire package was mailed urging 
their participation.
Validity Considerations Three distinct steps were taken to 
strengthen the validity for the present study of the measuring instru­
ment used— the survey questionnaire described above. First, as indi­
cated, the variables included were based in most instances on those 
used in The Trustee Survey (Hartnett, 1969, pp. 72-79) with response 
scales taken from both The Trustee Survey and the study of school 
boards and superintendents reported by Gross, Mason, and McEachern 
(1958). Second, a preliminary version of the questionnaire was
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submitted to a panel of 10 persons who were asked both to evaluate it 
in terms of the purpose of the study and to suggest ways in which to 
improve it. The letter and critique sheet sent to each of the members 
of the panel are presented in Appendices D-l and D-2. It was not feas­
ible to select a panel of persons who were representative of the popu­
lation being studied. The members were selected, therefore, on the 
basis of their presumed knowledge of, and experience with, Virginia 
higher education. They included (a) a former Secretary of Education of 
the Commonwealth of Virginia; (b) a former member of the board of visi­
tors of one of the comprehensive research universities in Virginia;
(c) the former President, the Dean of the School of Education, and two 
higher educational faculty members of another doctoral-granting univer­
sity in Virginia; and (d) two senior executive officers, the Budget Di­
rector, and the Chairman of the Department of Economics at still a 
third doctoral-granting university in Virginia. These 10 persons of­
fered more than 40 specific recommendations for clarification and im­
proved relevance.
The third step in strengthening the validity of the questionnaire 
for the purpose of the present study was to formulate a series of hy­
potheses based on the results of earlier studies concerning the role of 
governing boards in education. These hypotheses were presented in 
Chapter I where they were identified with the earlier studies from 
which they were derived. They also are presented in statistical form 
in a later section of this chapter.
Scoring Authority assignment values were needed for three of the 
seven hypotheses in the present study— Hypothesis 1, responsibility
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assignment by position; Hypothesis 4, responsibility assignment and 
technical competence; and Hypothesis 7, authority sharing views and 
personal attributes. These values were obtained by scoring the re­
sponses to the 21 decision items in Part V of the survey instrument 
(Appendix A) as explained below.
Two dimensions of authority division are shown in the choices for 
response in Part V. One of these dimensions may be thought of as cam­
pus authority. The legal power to assign campus authority is held by 
the board of visitors. Accordingly, the board may either retain au­
thority or assign it wholly or in part to any combination of admini­
strators, faculty, and students.
The other dimension may be thought of as the extent to which au­
thority should be assigned to positions outside the campus— mainly cen­
tral authority positions in State government— either together with the 
board of visitors or not.
For use in testing the hypotheses requiring authority division 
values, the following interval level scales were used; the higher the 
score the higher the degree of division of authority among related po­
sitions in either direction from the board.
Campus authority assigned to: Score
External positions only 0
Board of visitors only 1
Visitors and administration 2
Administration only 3
Visitors, administration, and faculty 4
Visitors, administration, faculty, and students 5
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Visitors, administration, and students 6
Visitors and faculty 7
Visitors, faculty, and students 8
Visitors and students 9
Administration and faculty 10
Administration, faculty, and students 11
Administration and students 12
Faculty only 13
Faculty and students 14
Students only 15
External authority assigned to:
No offcampus positions 1
One offcampus position with visitors 2
Two or more offcampus positions with visitors 3
One offcampus position without visitors 4
Two or more offcampus positions without visitors 5
The campus authority assignment scale was used intact for Hypothe­
ses 1, 4, and 7 with two exceptions. First, for Hypothesis 1, the 
score for "external positions only" was recoded to 16. Finally, for 
Hypothesis 4, "external positions only" was omitted from the scale, re­
sulting in a 15-level scale.
The external authority assignment scale was used for Hypothesis 1. 
However, for Hypothesis 4, a five-level interval scale for total au­
thority was developed which combined campus and external authority as­
signment. The scale values were as follows: 1, visitors only; 2, visi­
tors and one other position; 3, visitors and two other positions;
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4, visitors and three or more other positions; 5, other positions only.
Part III— Qualifications of Board Members and Part IV— Rights and 
Duties of Boards of Visitors both were scored initially using a five-
level scale as follows:
Response Choice Score
Absolutely must 1
Preferably should 2
May or may not 3
Preferably should not 4
Absolutely must not 5
Selections from among the items in these two parts were used in the 
tests of Hypothesis 2, obligations to counter positions; Hypothesis 3, 
line of authority definition'; and Hypothesis 5, external system orien­
tation. All of the items in these two parts were used in the test of 
Hypothesis 6, prerequisite vs. postrequisite expectations. These tests 
are described in the next section, Statistical Hypotheses.
Hypothesis 4 poses a relationship between the technical compe­
tence required for a decision and views about the division of responsi­
bility for that decision. To test Hypothesis 4, it was necessary to 
establish a measure of technical or professional competence for the 
items in Part V— Major Authority. A three-level scale was used con­
sisting of 1-not very technical, 2-technical, and 3-very technical.
The values were assigned to the items on the basis of the results from 
a survey of experts. The survey form and accompanying letter are pre­
sented as Appendix E; they requested that each of the items be ranked 
according to the above three levels of required competence. The panel
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of experts consisted of advanced graduate students and doctoral candi­
dates in higher education in the School of Education of The College of 
William and Mary in Virginia.
The testing of Hypothesis 7 required scores for a number of per­
sonal attributes of the population of the study. As explained below, 
interval scales for sex, age, race, education, and voluntary board ex­
perience, and a nominal scale for occupation were established from the 
Personal Data in Part I of the survey instrument. In addition, inter­
val scales were established for political orientation from Part II and 
for attitude toward academic freedom from items selected from Part IV.
From the personal data items, the following scales resulted from
scoring directly the following items in Part I.
Item— Classification Score
Sex— Male 1
Female 2
Age in years 1978 Minus Year of Birth
Race— Black 1
White 2
Education—
Years completed Number
Highest degree— None 0
Associate 1
Bachelors 2
Masters 3
First professional 4
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Ph.D, Ed.D, or other
academic doctorate 5
Voluntary board experience—
Boards served in last five years Number
Primary occupation—
Business occupation 1
All others 0
The interval scale for political orientation was computed by sum­
ming the scores of 10 of the 12 persons listed in item 3 of Part II of 
the survey instrument. They included five liberals and five conserva­
tives based on strong consensus expressed by a panel of expert observ­
ers selected from the faculties of departments of education, govern­
ment, history, and sociology at two universities in Virginia. The 
scores were assigned so that a low score represented strongly conserva­
tive and a high score strongly liberal as follows:
Very No Dis- Very dis-
Person similar Similar opinion similar similar
Anita Bryant 1 2 3 4 5
William Buckley 1 2 3 4 5
Jane Fonda 5 4 3 2 1
Barry Goldwater 1 2 3 4 5
Patricia Roberts Harris 5 4 3 2 1
Edward Kennedy 5 4 3 2 1
James Jackson Kilpatrick 1 2 3 4 5
Walter Mondale 5 4 3 2 1
Ronald Reagan 1 2 3 4 5
Andrew Young 5 4 3 2 1
130
Thus, the range of scores could vary from 10, strongly conservative to 
50, strongly liberal.
Attitude toward academic freedom also was a personal attribute 
variable in the relationships posed in Hypothesis 7. An interval scale 
was developed for this variable using several of the items in Part IV—  
Rights and Duties of Boards of Visitors.
Hartnett (1970) used an Academic Freedom scale developed from the 
responses to four items in the ETS College Trustee Study. The justifi­
cation for the scale was not based on statistical relationships but on 
the assertion that
it is...true that the summary of responses to a set of items 
taken together, in certain cases, can yield a more stable 
measure of a particular trait— an attitude, in this case—  
than is possible with a single item. (p. 60)
The four items forming Hartnett's Academic Freedom scale were:
— Faculty members should have the right to express their 
opinions about any issue they wish in various channels of 
college communication, including the classroom, student 
newspaper, etc., without fear of reprisal.
— The administration should exercise control over the con­
tents of the student newspaper.
— All campus speakers should be subject to some official 
screening process.
— The requirement that a professor sign a loyalty oath is 
reasonable.
For the present study, several items from the survey questionnaire
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were tested for selection in forming the Academic Freedom scale. They 
are listed below, identified both by item number and an abridged label. 
Reference may be made to the survey questionnaire (Appendix A),
Part IV— Rights and Duties of Boards of Visitors for the complete word­
ing of each item. It will be seen that the complete wording of the 
first three items in the following list is close to the wording of the 
first three items used in the Hartnett study referred to above.
Part IV
Item No. Rights and Duties of Boards of Visitors
6 . Defend outspoken faculty on campus
21. Control student newspaper content
31. Control speaker invitations by students
1. Censure faculty who by-pass the board
2. Put faculty on board committees
3. Defend "dangerous" faculty research
10. Formally oppose faculty bargaining
11. Veto anti-policy student decisions
13. Defend outspoken faculty off campus
15. Impose instructional changes unilaterally
16. Interpret societal needs to faculty
19. Defend faculty from State intrusions
20. Appoint students to board committees
22. Reject State opposition to appointments
27. Veto anti-policy faculty decisions
29. Lobby for higher faculty salaries
32. Require suspending disruptive students
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Factor analysis was used to identify the set of items which loaded 
strongly on to the same factor and included the first three items simi­
lar to those in the Hartnett Academic Freedom scale. Such a set was 
found. It included, besides the items similar to those in the Hartnett 
scale, items 3, 16, and 32. Therefore, the Academic Freedom scale for 
the present study was formed by summing the scores for the following 
items from Part IV. Before the scores were summed, they were coded so 
that the higher the score the stronger the support for academic free­
dom.
Part IV Scoring*
Item No. Rights and Duties of Boards of Visitors AM PS MMN PSN AMN
6 . Defend outspoken faculty on campus 5 4 3 2 1
21. Control student newspaper content 1 2  3 4 5
31. Control speaker invitations by students 1 2  3 4 5
3. Defend "dangerous" faculty research 5 4 3 2 1
16. Interpret societal needs to faculty 1 2  3 4 5
32. Require suspending disruptive students 1 2  3 4 5
*AM— Absolutely Must MMN— May or May Not PSN— Preferably Should Not
PS— Preferably Should AMN— Absolutely Must Not
Statistical Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1 , Responsibility Definition The first hypothesis de­
clares that members of boards of visitors will be more likely to assign 
responsibility to their own position than will other higher educational 
leaders. Scoring for this hypothesis is explained in the preceding 
section. The higher the score of a respondent to each item in Part V
of the survey instrument (Appendix A) the lower the degree (a) of
campus authority to be retained by the board relative to other campus 
positions, and (b) of external authority to be assigned to the board 
relative to positions external to the campus. Thus, for either campus 
authority or external authority assigned for each decision the statis­
tical hypotheses are:
1. Null hypothesis: No difference will be found between the
authority assigned to the board by board member and non-board member 
groups of higher educational leaders for all decision items. That is,
where = board member group mean authority score for any decision 
item, and = non-board member group mean authority score for that 
same decision item.
2. Directional hypothesis: The board member group mean scores
for all decision items will be less than those of the non-board member 
group.
V  \ < a2
Hypothesis 2 , Obligations to Counter Positions The second hypothe­
sis states that when higher educational leaders deal directly with a 
counter position to the governing board, they express stronger obliga­
tions for the board to that counter position. A counter position to 
the board of visitors is any position in the higher educational system 
of organization with which the board has a working relationship. The 
position of faculty member is a counter position to the board of visi­
tors; however, presidents deal most directly with the faculty position 
Thus, this hypothesis is the basis for the prediction that presidents 
will express a stronger obligation to faculty for the board than will
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other higher educational leaders included in the study.
Responses to the following items from the survey instrument (Ap­
pendix A) express obligation to the position of faculty member either 
positively or negatively:
Part III
Item No. Qualifications of Board Members 
1. Local faculty member
9. Outside professional educator
Part IV
Item No. Rights and Duties of Boards of Visitors
1. Censure faculty who by-pass the board
2. Put faculty on board committees
3. Defend "dangerous" faculty research
5. De-emphasize doctorate
6 . Defend outspoken faculty on campus
10. Formally oppose faculty bargaining
13. Defend outspoken faculty off campus
15. Impose instructional changes unilaterally
19. Defend faculty from State intrusions
22. Reject State opposition to appointments
27. Veto anti-policy faculty decisions
29. Lobby for higher faculty salaries
Obligation toward faculty is associated both with favoring Part III, 
items 1 and 9, and Part IV, items 2, 3, 6 , 13, 19, 22, and 29, and with 
opposing Part IV, items 1, 5, 10, 15, and 27. For these items taken 
individually or together, with stronger obligation toward faculty as­
signed a higher score, the statistical hypotheses are as follows:
135
1. Null hypothesis: No difference will be found between the 
strength of the obligation toward faculty expressed for boards of visi­
tors by presidents compared with other higher educational leaders.
That is,
H : F = F ,
0 p n
where F^ = president member group mean score for any faculty obligation 
item or for all items together, and F^ = non-president member group 
mean score for any faculty obligation item or for all items together.
2. Directional hypothesis: The president member group mean fac­
ulty obligation scores will exceed those of the non-president group. 
That is,
H0: F F .
2 p /  n
Hypothesis 2 also forms the basis for predicting that presidents 
will express a stronger obligation for the board to students than will 
all other higher educational leaders in the present study since presi­
dents deal most directly with students.
Responses to the following items from the survey instrument (Ap­
pendix A) express either positive or negative obligation to students: 
Part III
Item No. Qualifications of Board Members
4. Recent graduate
10. Current local student 
Part IV
Item No. Rights and Duties of Boards of Visitors
9. Impose student discipline off campus
11. Veto anti-policy student decisions
20. Appoint students to board committees
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21. Control student newspaper content
28. Expand curricula for student diversity
31. Control speaker invitations by students
32. Require suspending disruptive students
Obligation to students is associated both with favoring Part III, items 
4 and 10, and Part IV, items 20 and 28, and with opposing Part IV, 
items 9, 11, 21, 31, and 32. For these items taken individually or to­
gether, with stronger obligation toward students assigned a higher 
score, the statistical hypotheses are as follows:
1. Null hypothesis: No difference will be found between the 
strength of the obligation toward students expressed for boards of vis­
itors by presidents compared with other higher educational leaders.
That is,
H-: S = S ,
0 p n
where Sp = president member group mean score for any student obligation 
item or for all items together, and = non-president member group 
mean score for any student obligation item or for all items together.
2. Directional hypothesis: The president member group mean stu­
dent obligation scores will exceed those of the non-president group.
H„: S >  S
2 p *  n
Hypothesis 3, Line of Authority Definition Hypothesis 3 states that, 
in defining lines of authority in a higher educational system, govern­
ing board members are more likely to reject a potential by-pass of, ora 
detour around, the board's position of authority than are higher educa­
tional leaders who could participate in the by-pass. One test of this 
hypothesis involved views of higher educational leaders employed
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full-time in State positions outside of higher educational agencies. 
These State executives and professionals could participate in the by­
pass of board authority implied in any of the following rights and 
duties from Part IV of the survey questionnaire (Appendix A):
1. Censure faculty who by-pass the board
12. Encourage State involvement in campus policy-making
17. Lobby for legislative appropriations 
19. Defend faculty from State intrusions 
24. Control president in talks with State
29. Lobby for higher faculty salaries
30. Nominate candidates for board
The hypothesis was tested for each item separately. In addition, 
a combined board authority by-pass rejection index was derived from the 
sum of the raw scores of these items. The scores were used directly
except where it was necessary that they be reversed by recoding so that
a higher score for the index corresponded to a stronger rejection of a 
board authority by-pass. Thus, the statistical hypotheses are:
1. Null hypothesis: No difference will be found between the
likelihood of rejection of a by-pass of the authority of the board of 
visitors expressed by either board members or by-pass participants.
That is,
H_: R = R ,
0 v p
where R^ = board member group mean score for the rejection index, and 
Rp = by-pass participant member group mean scores for the rejection 
index related to that group.
2. Directional hypothesis: The board member group mean rejection
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index score will exceed that of any of the by-pass participant member 
groups for the rejection index related to that by-pass participant mem­
ber group. That is,
H„: R R .
3 p
In addition to higher educational leaders in full-time State posi­
tions outside of higher educational agencies, rejection indices for the 
remaining non-board member groups were constructed from Part IV items 
as follows:
Presidents
1. Censure faculty who by-pass the board
12. Encourage State involvement in campus policy-making
24. Control president in talks with State 
Council Members and Staff
12. Encourage State involvement in campus policy-making
16. Interpret societal needs to faculty
17. Lobby for legislative appropriations 
19. Defend faculty from State intrusions 
24. Control president in talks with State
29. Lobby for higher faculty salaries
33. Interpret campus to community 
Assembly Members
12. Encourage State involvement in campus policy-making
17. Lobby for legislative appropriations
19. Defend faculty from State intrusions
24. Control president in talks with State
29. Lobby for higher faculty salaries
30. Nominate candidates for board 
Hypothesis 4 , Technical Competence and Division of Responsibility 
Hypothesis 4 proposes a positive relationship between the level of tech­
nical competence required for a decision and the extent to which re­
sponsibility for that decision will be assigned by higher educational 
leaders to campus positions subordinate to governing boards. In other 
words, the greater the degree of technical or professional competence 
a decision is perceived to require the more authority for that decision 
governing boards are expected to assign to the administrators, faculty, 
and students. The decision items in Part V of the survey instrument 
(Appendix A) were used for this hypothesis. This test required two 
values for each decision— a value for the extent to which authority was 
assigned by higher educational leaders to campus groups subordinate to 
the board and a value for the perceived level of technical competence 
required for each decision. The responses for assignment of authority 
were given interval scores, as defined in the preceding section on 
Scoring, so that the higher scores represented a greater degree of sub­
ordinate authority assigned. On the three-level scale for the degree 
of competence required for each decision, as defined in the section on 
Scoring, the higher score was given to the greater degree of required 
competence. Thus, the statistical hypotheses are:
1. Null hypothesis: There is no relationship between the degree
of authority for a decision assigned to positions subordinate to the 
board and the degree of technical competence required for that decision.
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where A^, and represent the authority assignment mean scores for 
items requiring low, moderate, and high degrees, respectively, of tech­
nical competence.
2. Directional hypothesis: The higher the technical competence
score for a decision item the higher will be the authority assignment 
score for that item. That is,
V  A i < A2 < A3‘
Hypothesis 5, External System Orientation This hypothesis declares
that higher educational leaders are oriented toward different external 
systems and proposes that the expectations they hold for governing 
boards will be influenced by these orientations. By virtue of their re­
spective positions, the higher educational leaders in the present study 
may be thought of as oriented toward the following external systems:
1. Those persons concerned for the real public interest toward 
whom members of both boards of visitors and the State Council of Higher 
Education are, or should be, primarily oriented.
2. The educational professionals toward whom the presidents of 
the colleges and universities and the staff professionals of the State 
Council of Higher Education are primarily oriented.
3. The electorate toward which members of the General Assembly 
are primarily oriented.
4. The Executive Branch of the Commonwealth toward which full­
time officials in positions outside of higher educational institutions 
and agencies are oriented.
A different and perhaps more realistic external system grouping 
also was examined:
141
1. The colleges and universities toward which visitors, presi­
dents, and members of the State Council of Higher Education are ori­
ented. In the present study this system and the system of higher edu­
cational leadership were viewed as separate though interrelated systems.
2. The electorate toward which members of the General Assembly 
are oriented.
3. The central State government toward which the staff of the 
State Council of Higher Education and other officials dealing with 
higher education in full-time State positions are oriented.
Support for Hypothesis 5 was expected from different responses by 
these groups to selected items taken from Parts III and IV of the sur­
vey instrument (Appendix A). These items are identified below by abridged 
labels and are grouped according to the following broad issues:
Protecting institutional independence
Part IV— Rights and Duties of Boards of Visitors
1. Censure faculty who by-pass the board
3. Defend "dangerous" faculty research
4. Veto acceptance of grants threatening excess government 
control
6 . Defend outspoken faculty on campus
10. Formally oppose faculty bargaining
12. Encourage State involvement in campus policy-making
13. Defend outspoken faculty off campus
16. Interpret societal needs to faculty
18. Open meetings to public
19. Defend faculty from State intrusions
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22. Reject State opposition to appointments
24. Control president in talks with State
25. Publish members' financial statements
30. Nominate candidates for board
33. Interpret campus to community 
Willingness to appropriate money
Part III— Qualifications of Board Members
11. Fund-raising capability 
Part IV— Rights and Duties of Boards of Visitors
8 . Favor cost over educational needs 
15. Impose instructional changes unilaterally
17. Lobby for legislative appropriations
23. Ask funds for pioneer programs
28. Expand curricula for student diversity
29. Lobby for higher faculty salaries
Directly involving faculty and students in governance structure 
Part III— Qualifications of Board Members
1. Local faculty member
10. Current local student
Part IV— Rights and Duties of Boards of Visitors
2. Put faculty on board committees
20. Appoint students to board committees
For each of the items in the three issue areas, the statistical 
hypotheses are:
1. Null hypothesis: No difference will be found from the influ­
ence of orientation toward external systems of higher educational
leaders. That is,
H0 : s x -  s 2 - • • • -  s n .
where Sn = member group mean score for any issue item for higher educa­
tional leaders oriented toward system n.
2. Alternate hypothesis: The system-oriented member group mean
scores for any issue item are different for higher educational leaders 
oriented toward different external systems. That is,
H,.: S. / S0 »*... / S .j l l n
Hypothesis 6 , Prerequisite vs. Postrequisite Expectations This hy­
pothesis proposes that higher educational leaders will agree more 
strongly about the importance of personal attributes which are pre­
requisites to membership on boards of visitors than about expectations 
of the visitors once they have been appointed to membership. In the 
survey instrument (Appendix A) , Part III contains a list of qualifica­
tions for appointment to board membership and Part IV contains specific 
rights and duties which may be expected of board members in carrying 
out their tasks. Statistically, this hypothesis is the basis for pre­
dicting that the variances of the responses to the items in Part IV—  
Rights and Duties of Boards of Visitors will exceed those in Part III—  
Qualifications of Board Members for the entire population. That is, 
the statistical hypotheses are:
1. Null hypothesis: No differences will be found between the
variances among the views of higher educational leaders on expected 
rights and duties of visitors and on the importance of the prerequisite 
attributes for membership. That is,
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where = variance of the ith item in Part IV— Rights and Duties, with 
i taking on values from 1 to 33, and = variance of the jth item in 
Part III— Qualifications, with j taking on values from 1 to 16.
2. Directional hypothesis: The variances among the views of
higher educational leaders on expected rights and duties of visitors 
will be greater than those on the importance of prerequisite attributes 
for membership. That is,
V  Ii>i-
j
Hypothesis 7, Personal Attributes and Division of Authority This 
hypothesis states that there are significant relationships between 
views about democratic governance— that is, the sharing of authority 
with campus groups— held by higher educational leaders, regardless of 
their position, and other personal attributes. This hypothesis was 
tested by relating the campus authority sharing view scores for each of 
the decision items in Part V of the survey instrument (Appendix A) with 
scores developed (a) for sex, age, race, education, previous volunteer 
board experience, and occupation from Part I; (b) for political orien­
tation from Part II; and (c) for attitude on academic freedom from se­
lected items in Part III. The values established for these personal 
attributes are explained in the preceding section on Scoring.
The statistical hypotheses to be tested for each of these personal 
attributes are as follows:
1. Null hypothesis: No differences will be found between the
views of the degree to which authority of the board of visitors should 
be shared with campus groups held by higher educational leaders based
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on their sex, age, education, previous volunteer board experience, oc­
cupation, political orientation, or attitude toward academic freedom. 
That is, for any personal attribute,
H..: A, , A„ ,.. . , A and P.. , P„ ,..., P are not related,
0 1 2 n 1 2 n
where A^ = the dependent variable, campus authority sharing view score, 
and Pn = the independent variable, personal attribute score for respon­
dent n.
2. Alternative hypothesis: There are significant correlations,
both single and multiple, between the campus authority sharing view 
scores among higher educational leaders and their scores for the per­
sonal attributes specified above. That is,
H_: A., A0,..., A and P,, P„,..., P , when related,
/ i / n i i n
will result in significant correlations, both single and multiple.
Again, An = the dependent variable— campus authority sharing view 
score— for a respondent and P^ = the independent variable or variables—  
personal attribute score or scores.
Analytical Techniques Four analytical models were used to test the 
hypotheses in the present study: one-way analysis of variance, ratios
of variances, correlation analysis, and multiple regression analysis.
The analysis of variance model was used for Hypotheses 1 through 5, a 
technique using ratios of variances was used to test Hypothesis 6 , and 
Hypothesis 7 was tested using correlation and multiple regression 
models.
One-way analysis of variance is the appropriate analytical tech­
nique for investigations involving one independent variable with a 
nominal scale and one dependent variable with an interval scale. This
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is the case for Hypotheses 1 through 5. For all except Hypothesis 5, 
the one-way analysis of variance with a priori orthogonal contrasts 
was used to test both direction and significance of variance because 
these hypotheses postulate a direction. SPSS subprograms, as pre­
sented by Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, and Bent (1978), were used 
for the computer calculations required by the statistical models used 
in the present study. For Hypothesis 5, a technique was needed to 
identify significant contrasts between any two of the population groups 
without a direction being postulated. Thus, the one-way analysis of 
variance using Scheffe's a posteriori contrast test was used for 
Hypothesis 5.
Hypothesis 6 compared the variances of the variables or items of 
Part III— Qualifications of Board Members with those of Part IV—
Rights and Duties of Boards of Visitors. Each of the variances of the 
33 items in Part IV was divided by each of the variances of the 16 items 
in Part III resulting in 528 ratios. The variances were calculated 
using SPSS subprogram BREAKDOWN (Nie et al., 1978). The value of the 
ratio exceeded unity in each case where the variance of an item of 
Part IV exceeded the variance of a Part III item, thus indicating higher 
agreement on prerequisite than on postrequisite expectations.
In Hypothesis 7, the contributions of several independent interval 
variables to explaining the variability of a single dependent interval 
variable were tested. Correlation analysis and multiple regression 
were appropriate in this case. Correlation analysis was used to test 
the contributions of the independent variables separately and multiple 
regression analysis was used to test the contributions of the
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independent variables together.
One of the independent variables used in Hypothesis 7, attitude 
toward academic freedom, was formed from several of the items in 
Part IV of the survey instrument. Factor analysis was used to identify 
those items which loaded significantly on to the factor associated with 
academic freedom. The development of the scale for this variable was 
presented in the preceding section on Scoring.
Summary
The present study was conducted to determine the relative inci­
dence, distribution, and interrelations of views of the leaders of the 
public senior higher educational system in Virginia on the role of the 
board of visitors and other variables associated with their position in 
the system, with certain of their social attributes, and with certain 
of their political and social attitudes related to higher education. 
Dimensions of the role of the board included in the study were qualifi­
cations for membership, rights and duties of the board, and authority 
exercised by the board.
Interval level scales were used whenever practicable. These in­
cluded summated rating attitude scales for views on qualities and rights 
and duties of board members and for political and social attitudes. In­
terval level scales also were developed for authority assignment scores 
and for certain personal attributes such as age, education, and previous 
volunteer board experience. Nominal level scales were set up for posi­
tion within the system of higher education, sex, race, and occupation.
Analytical models used included analysis of variance, correlation 
and multiple regression analysis, and factor analysis.
CHAPTER IV: PRESENTATION OF DATA
The data gathered for the current study are presented in Chapter 
IV. The presentation follows the order of the arrangement of the sur­
vey questionnaire, which is included as Appendix A. First, personal 
data for all respondents are presented from Part I. Next, data related 
to the political orientation of the respondents are presented from Part
II. Data are then presented from Parts III, IV, and V pertaining to 
the primary psychological variables of the study. These variables con­
sisted of the views of the respondents on the role of visitors— quali­
fications for board membership, rights and duties, and major authority. 
Personal Data
Personal data for all respondents, collected in Part I of the sur­
vey questionnaire, are displayed as percentages in Table 4.1.1, con­
sisting of three pages. Personal data applicable only to visitors ap­
pear in Table 4.1.2. A numerical summary by position of the surveyed 
population may be found in Table 3.1.
Based on these data, the visitors, legislators, and other higher 
educational leaders who responded to this survey were predominantly 
male, middle-aged, white, well educated persons. Only a relatively 
small proportion of them had prior experience either in higher educa­
tion or on governing boards, except for nonbusiness boards outside of 
higher education. The primary occupations of visitors and legislators 
were predominately as organizational and professional leaders in the 
world of business.
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Table 4.1.1 Page 1 of 3
Part I— Personal Data 
Visitors, Legislators, and Others
__________ Percentages
Item Category
1. Sex
Visitors Legislators
Male
Female
Total
2. Year of birth
1908 and before (70 +)
1909 to 1918 (60 to 69)
1919 to 1928 (50 to 59)
1929 to 1938 (40 to 49)
1939 to 1948 (30 to 39)
1949 and after (under 30)
Total
3. Race
White
Black
Total
4a. Number of years of formal 
education
12 or fewer
13 to 16 
17 or 18 
19 or 20 
More than 20
Total
4b. Highest degree earned 
None
Associate (two-year) degree 
Baccalaureate
Master (e.g., M.A., M.B.A.) 
First professional (e.g., 
M.D., D.D.S., J.D.) 
Doctorate (e.g., Ph.D., 
Ed.D.)
Total
5a. College or university boards 
previously served 
None 
One
Two or more 
Total
78
22
100
7
22
35
23
9
__4
100
92
100
4
45
27
23
__1
100
9
0
45
14
27
100
78
11
11
100
94
__6
100
2
11
36
32
19
__0
100
96
4
100
9
21
23
42
__5
100
15
1
13
10
57
100
89
7
__4
100
Other
Positions
89
11
100
5
13
28
22
28
 4
100
96
4
100
0
25
32
34
__9
100
0
0
22
37
32
100
87
7
__6
100
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Item
5b.
6a.
6b.
7.
8.
Table 4.1.1 Page 2 of 3
Part I— Personal Data 
Visitors, Legislators, and Others
Percentages
Category
Years of previous college or 
university board experience 
None
One to four 
Five to eight 
More than eight 
Total
Years of full-time college or 
university faculty or staff 
experience 
None
One to 10 
More than 10 
Total
Title of highest college 
or university position 
None or not applicable 
Teaching faculty 
Administrative 
Total
Corporation boards served 
in past five years 
None
One or two 
Three or more 
Total
Boards of community agencies, 
churches, local schools, cul­
tural agencies, scouts, etc., 
served in past five years 
None
One or two 
Three or four 
Five or six 
Seven or more 
Total
Visitors Legislators
78
2
9
11
100
88
9
__3
100
90
2
__8
100
69
27
4
100
9
17
26
29
19
100
89
1
5
__5
100
95
1
__4
100
95
5
__0
100
77
23
__0
100
22
22
15
16 
25
100
Other
Positions
87 
7 
2
4
100
43
33
24
100
67 
0
33
100
82
14
__4
100
34
25
16
9
16
100
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Item
10a.
10b.
Table 4.1.1 Page 3 of 3
Part I— Personal Data
Visitors, Legislators, and Others
Percentages
Category Visitors Legislators
Other
Positions
Primary (or former, if re­
tired) profession or occu­
pation
Organization executive or
administrator 51
Lawyer 20
Other professions 5
Farmer, other agricul­
turalist 1
Homemaker 6
Faculty member, teacher 5
College, university president 0 
Other full-time employee of
the Commonwealth 0
Other 12
Total 100
Type of company or institution 
of primary occupation
Business enterprise 53
Professional associations,
self-employed 19
Primary, secondary, higher
education 12
Local, state, federal
government 5
Home 6
Other __5
Total 100
23
54
2
5
1
7
0
0
__8
100
26
56
7
5
1
__5
100
7
2
0
0
2
0
22
67
__0
100
2
5
22
65
2
__4
100
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Table 4.1.2 
Part I— Personal Data 
Members of Boards of Visitors 
Item Category Percentages
11. Proximity of home and institution
Same community 32
Different communities within the
Commonwealth 62
Different state in the same
general region 4
Different regions __2
Total 100
12. The number of meetings of your board 
during the preceding calendar year
Up to four 40
Five 22
Six to eight 28
More than eight 10
Total 100
13. The number of these board meetings 
you were able to attend
Three or fewer 12
Four 38
Five 20
Six to eight 23
More than eight __7
Total 100
14. Hours spent quarterly on board 
activities
20 or less 22
21 to 40 29
41 to 60 13
61 to 80 12
More than 80 24
Total 100
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However, these general observations conceal some interesting dif­
ferences among positions. For instance, there was a higher percentage 
of female respondents among the visitors (22 percent) than among either 
the legislators (6 percent) or the others (11 percent). Furthermore, 
visitors tended to be older than either legislators or others. Respon­
dents who were 50 or older made up 64 percent of the visitors, 49 per­
cent of the legislators, and 46 percent of the others. There also was 
twice as large a percentage of black visitors (8 percent) as of black 
legislators and others (4 percent each).
Legislators and others appeared to be more highly educated than 
visitors by both measures of education. While almost all respondents 
indicated that they had received postsecondary education, 51 percent 
of the visitors indicated more than 16 years compared to 70 percent of 
the legislators and 75 percent of the others. In addition, while only 
9 percent of the visitors, 16 percent of the legislators, and none of 
the others had not earned a four-year degree, substantially larger per­
centages of legislators (71 percent) and others (78 percent) had earned 
postgraduate degrees than visitors (46 percent). It should be noted at 
this point that 57 percent of the legislators possessed first profes­
sional degrees most of which, no doubt, are in law. It also should be 
recalled that the category, other positions, includes presidents as well 
as members and staff of the Council of Higher Education, which undoubt­
edly accounts for the relatively high percentage of doctorates in this 
category (32 percent).
The presence of presidents and Council members and staff no doubt 
also accounts for the higher percentages of respondents in the category,
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other positions, with experience in higher education as indicated by 
items 6a and 6b .
Visitors appeared to have more experience than other respondents 
with nonbusiness governing boards outside of higher education. As in­
dicated in item 8 , those who had recently served three or more such 
boards included 74 percent of the visitors compared to 56 percent of 
the legislators and 41 percent of the others.
As may be seen in item 10a, 51 percent of the visitors were execu­
tives or administrators by occupation and 20 percent were lawyers. By 
contrast, 54 percent of the legislators were lawyers and 23 percent were 
executives or administrators. These two occupational categories, when 
taken together, accounted for 71 percent of the visitors and 77 percent 
of the legislators. The business orientation of the respondents in 
these two positions may be seen in item 10b by noting that 72 percent 
of the visitors were in business enterprises or professional associa­
tions or were self-employed and 82 percent of the legislators were sim­
ilarly affiliated.
Table 4.1.2 presents data about members of boards of visitors only. 
More than 90 percent lived in Virginia and nearly one-third lived in 
the same communities as the institutions they were serving. Most also 
indicated that considerable time was being spent in board-related ac­
tivities. Of those responding nearly 90 percent said they attended 
four or more meetings during the preceding calendar year and nearly 
four-fifths indicated they spent, or expected to spend, more than 20 
hours quarterly on board-related activities.
The distribution among the institutions of visitors and presidents
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who responded was approximately balanced based on the data from Part IA 
of the questionnaire. These respondents included 23 percent from insti­
tutions with student enrollment under 4,000, 26 percent from institu­
tions with from 4,000 to 7,000 students, 22 percent from institutions 
with from 7,000 to 10,000 students, and 29 percent from institutions 
with over 10,000 students.
Political Orientation
Data collected in Part II of the survey questionnaire (Appendix A), 
the part which was related to the political orientation of higher educa­
tional leaders,are displayed as percentages in Tables 4.2.1 and 4.2.2. 
Complete statements of the survey items may be found in Appendix A. A 
numerical summary by position of the surveyed population may be found 
in Table 3.1.
As shown in Table 4.2.1, a higher percentage of respondents indi­
cated that political or social views were more like than unlike their own 
for Anita Bryant, William Buckley, Jr., Gerald Ford, Barry Goldwater, 
James Jackson Kilpatrick, and Ronald Reagan, all of whom, except Gerald 
Ford, were established as conservatives in the Chapter III section, Scor­
ing. In fact, a majority so indicated for all of these prominent persons 
except Anita Bryant for whom 45 percent so indicated. In addition, a 
clear majority of the respondents indicated that the views of Jimmy 
Carter, Jane Fonda, Edward Kennedy, Walter Mondale, and Andrew Young, 
who, except for Jimmy Carter,were similarly established as liberals, were 
more unlike than like their own. It is interesting to note that 47 per­
cent of those responding indicated that they had no opinion about the 
views of liberal Patricia Roberts Harris, the then Secretary of the U.S.
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Table 4.2.1
Part II— Political Orientation
Political and Social Views of All Respondents
Instruction: "Indicate...the extent to which the political or social 
views of each (of the persons listed below) agree with yours."
Key: VS = Very similar to mine
MS = More similar than dissimilar 
NO = No opinion
MD = More dissimilar than similar
VU = Very unlike mine 
Percentages of all respondents
Anita Bryant 
William Buckley, Jr.
Jimmy Carter
Jane Fonda
Gerald Ford
Barry Goldwater
Patricia Roberts Harris
Edward Kennedy
James Jackson Kilpatrick
Walter Mondale
Ronald Reagan
Andrew Young
What is your political 
party preference?
All respondents - percentages
Which of the following best 
describes your political 
ideology or leaning?
All respondents - percentages
VS MS NO MD VU
14 31 16 14 25
15 42 9 22 12
3 29 6 28 34
0 11 9 15 65
27 52 2 14 5
17 39 5 24 15
3 14 47 17 19
7 19 3 28 43
20 40 8 21 11
7 22 5 30 36
20 39 4 21 16
2 11 10 23 54
Repub­
lican
Demo­
crat
Inde­
pen­
dent Other
37 36 26 1
Lib­
eral
Middle 
of the 
Road
Con­
serv­
ative
Very
Con­
serv­
ative
9 49 41 1
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Table 4.2.2
Part II— Political Orientation
Political and Social Views of Visitors, Legislators, and Others
Percentages of respondents 
who indicated agreement (A) 
or disagreement (D) with
the political or social Other
views of prominent persons Total Visitors Legislators Positions
_A D _A D _A D _A D
Anita Bryant 45 39 45 42 46 35 40 42
William Buckley, Jr. 57 34 67 26 50 44 46 35
Jimmy Carter 32 62 22 73 50 45 28 58
Jane Fonda 11 80 12 83 11 79 12 72
Gerald Ford 79 19 89 9 65 33 73 20
Barry Goldwater 56 39 69 28 43 54 46 42
Patricia Roberts Harris 17 36 17 40 21 32 10 31
Edward Kennedy 26 71 16 80 38 61 30 63
James Jackson Kilpartick 60 32 69 25 53 42 51 30
Walter Mondale 29 66 21 74 41 57 26 63
Ronald Reagan 59 37 72 26 43 52 54 35
Andrew Young 13 77 16 78 11 78 9 70
Percentages of respon­
dents by political Other
party preference: Total Visitors Legislators Positions
Republican 37 50 20 33
Democrat 36 12 77 21
Independent 26 37 3 44
Other 1 1 0 2
Percentages of respon­
dents by political ide­ Other
ology or leaning: Total Visitors Legislators Positions
Strongly liberal 0 0 0 0
Liberal 9 8 12 5
Middle-of-the-road 49 44 48 65
Conservative 41 47 39 28
Strongly conservative 1 1 1 2
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Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, despite the response to 
item 13 of Part III (Table 4.3.1), to be discussed in the next section, 
indicating that nearly 90 percent of the respondents viewed being in­
formed about higher education as an important qualification for board 
membership.
Data on the political party preference and self-described politi­
cal leaning of the respondents also are shown in Table 4.2.1. Just 
under three-fourths of the respondents were about evenly divided between 
the Republican and Democratic parties. In addition, 90 percent of the 
respondents indicated their own political leaning as middle-of-the-road 
or conservative.
Table 4.2.2 contains the data on political orientation grouped by 
visitors, legislators, and others. These data indicated that higher 
percentages of visitors than of legislators indicated agreement with 
the views of William Buckley, Jr., Gerald Ford, Barry Goldwater, James 
Jackson Kilpatrick, and Ronald Reagan, and disagreement with the views 
of Jimmy Carter, Jane Fonda, Patricia Roberts Harris, Edward Kennedy, and 
Walter Mondale. In addition, a higher percentage of visitors than of 
legislators indicated a preference for the Republican party and a con­
servative political leaning.
Qualifications of Board Members
The purpose of Part III of the survey questionnaire (Appendix A) 
was to gather data on views about the qualifications for membership on 
boards of visitors. The results from the responses to Part III are pre­
sented in Tables 4.3.1 and 4.3.2. Table 4.3.1 displays percentages of 
all respondents who chose each of the responses to the 16 items. Table
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Table 4.3.1
Part III— Qualifications of Board Members
Views of All Respondents
Percentages of respondents who said that each of the following roles or 
attributes absolutely must (AM), preferably should (PS), may or may not 
(MMN), preferably should not (PSN), or absolutely must not (AMN) be a 
qualification for membership on boards of visitors.
Role or Attribute AM PS MMN PSN AMN
1. Local faculty member 1 3 21 35 40
2 . Outspoken 9 31 50 9 1
3. Skilled in public relations 6 51 42 1 0
4. Recent graduate 1 12 77 9 1
5. Financially experienced 13 58 29 0 0
6 . Educationally experienced 8 44 47 1 0
7. Impatient with status quo 2 34 56 7 1
8 . Favors minimum government 7 30 50 12 1
9. Outside professional educator 1 2 50 33 14
10. Current local student 1 4 27 38 30
11. Fund-raising capability 4 44 51 1 0
12. Community stature 22 64 14 0 0
13. Informed about higher education 29 60 10 1 0
14. Under age 40 0 4 91 3 2
15. Educationally conservative 2 19 68 10 1
16. Holds strong views 3 27 53 16 1
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Table 4.3.2 
Part III— Qualifications of Board Members 
Views of Visitors, Legislators, and Others
Percentages of respondents who supported (S) or opposed (0) visitors 
having certain qualifications.
Legis- Other 
Total Visitors lators Positions
Role or Attribute S
1. Local faculty member 4
2 . Outspoken 40
3. Skilled in public 
relations 57
4. Recent graduate 13
5. Financially experienced 71
6 . Educationally experi­
enced 52
7. Impatient with status 
quo 36
8 . Favors minimum govern­
ment 37
9. Outside professional 
educator 3
10. Current local student 5
11. Fund-raising capability 48
12. Community stature 86
13. Informed about higher 
education 89
14. Under age 40 4
15. Educationally conserva­
tive 21
16. Holds strong views 30
0 _S _0 S 0 _S _0
75 5 83 6 57 0 84
10 40 12 41 6 42 9
1 57 1 52 1 69 2
10 16 9 10 9 9 13
0 64 0 77 1 73 0
1 48 1 59 0 51 2
8 43 6 28 13 34 4
13 40 14 39 8 30 18
47 4 45 5 44 0 59
68 2 79 10 52 0 69
1 53 1 41 1 45 0
0 88 1 82 0 86 0
1 88 1 88 1 91 0
5 7 6 1 4 2 2
11 26 13 18 6 14 16
17 33 18 20 16 41 14
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4.3.2 displays an analysis and summary of the percentages of visitors, 
legislators, and all other respondents who supported or opposed each 
qualification. For each item the original identification number is 
shown together with a label, usually abridged, to aid in locating the 
full wording in the questionnaire. A numerical summary by position of 
the surveyed population may be found in Table 3.1.
The data presented in Tables 4.3.1 and 4.3.2 will be discussed to­
gether. The discussion will be based on an arrangement of the items 
into three classifications: roles of potential candidates for board
membership, abilities of potential candidates, and attitudes of poten­
tial candidates.
Roles The items which specified roles from which potential candi­
dates could be recruited provided a chance to gain an impression about 
the disposition of the respondents toward increasing the extent to which 
visitors represented certain interests or constituencies. These items 
were:
1. Local faculty member
4. Recent graduate
9. Outside professional educator
10. Current local student
14. Under age 40 
Respondents did not express appreciable support for any of these 
items. Of course, supporting some of these items would have precluded 
supporting others for the same nominee. However, this hindrance could 
have been minimized for those respondents who took advantage of the op­
portunity to consider a number of nominees as was suggested in the
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introduction to Part III. An easier escape from this dilemma would have 
been simply to choose "may or may not (MMN)." Therefore, it is espe­
cially interesting to note in Table 4.3.1 that two of the four lowest 
percentages of respondents who chose MMN did so for items 1, local fac­
ulty member (21 percent), and 10, current local student (27 percent). 
Furthermore, item 1 was opposed by 75 percent of all respondents and 
item 10 by 68 percent. These were the two items to which the largest 
percentages of respondents were opposed and by a wide margin. As shown 
in Table 4.3.2, there also were differences between positions for these 
two items. There was stronger opposition to item 1, local faculty mem­
ber, among visitors (83 percent) than among legislators (57 percent).
This item also was opposed by 84 percent of the respondents in all other 
positions. Item 10, current local student, also was opposed by a larger 
percentage of visitors (79 percent) than of legislators (52 percent) , as 
well as 69 percent among other positions, including 100 percent of the 
presidents, 57 percent of Council members and staff, and 62 percent of 
other State officials.
Half of all respondents were noncommittal about item 9, outside 
professional educator, while nearly half (47 percent) were opposed. 
Visitors (45 percent opposed) and legislators (44 percent opposed) were 
consistent with the general pattern on this item. However, among the 59 
percent in other positions who were opposed to item 9, there were 30 per­
cent of the presidents, 71 percent of the Council members and staff, and 
65 percent of the other officials.
It is also interesting to note from Table 4.3.1 that the two items 
for which the largest percentages of respondents were noncommittal were
in the category of roles. For item 4, recent graduate, MMN was chosen 
by 77 percent and for item 14, under age 40, by 91 percent. For neither 
of these items was a consensus expressed within any position, as indi­
cated by Table 4.3.2.
Abilities There were six items in Part III which gave respondents 
the chance to express their views on the extent to which selected abili­
ties or capacities should be among qualifications for membership on 
boards of visitors. These items were:
3. Skilled in public relations
5. Financially experienced
6 . Educationally experienced
11. Fund-raising capability
12. Community stature
13. Informed about higher education
As may be seen in Table 4.3.1, there was virtually no opposition to 
any of these items. There were large majorities in support of items 5, 
financially experienced (71 percent); 12, community stature (86 percent) 
and 13, informed about higher education (89 percent). There was a mod­
erate majority supporting item 3, skilled in public relations (57 per­
cent) , and respondents were about evenly divided between supporting and 
being noncommittal about items 6 , educationally experienced (52 percent 
to 47 percent); and 11, fund-raising capability (48 percent to 51 per­
cent) .
It may.be seen from Table 4.3.2 that visitors and legislators were 
in substantial agreement with the overall patterns in their support of 
items 3, skilled in public relations; 12, community stature; and
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13, informed about higher education. Respondents in other positions 
were in substantial agreement with visitors and legislators for items 12 
and 13 but registered a higher level of support for item 3.
Larger percentages of legislators (77 percent) and of others than 
of visitors (64 percent) supported item 5, financially experienced, as 
a qualification for board membership. Included in the 73 percent sup­
port among other positions for this item were 70 percent of the presi­
dents, 71 percent of Council members and staff, and 76 percent of other 
officials.
A larger percentage of legislators (59 percent) than of visitors 
(48 percent) also supported item 6 , educationally experienced, as a 
qualification. This item also was supported among other positions by 60 
percent of the presidents, and 62 percent of the other officials, but by 
only 29 percent of the Council members and staff..
On the other hand, larger percentages of visitors (53 percent) and
others in educational positions than of legislators (41 percent) and 
other officials supported item 11, fund-raising capability, as a quali­
fication to be a visitor. Among other positions support was expressed 
by 70 percent of the presidents, 57 percent of the Council members and 
staff, and only 25 percent of the other officials.
Attitudes Five items were provided in Part III to give the respon­
dents a chance to express their views on the extent to which selected 
attitudes ought to be among the qualifications for membership on boards 
of visitors. These items were:
2. Outspoken
7. Impatient with status quo
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8 . Favors minimum government
15. Educationally conservative
16. Holds strong views
While larger percentages of all respondents supported all of these 
items than opposed them, as indicated in Table 4.3.1, there was no strong 
consensus for any of them. At least 50 percent of all respondents were 
noncommittal on all items with as high as 68 percent on item 15, educa­
tionally conservative. As indicated in Table 4.3.2, this pattern was 
characteristic of the responses of visitors and legislators. It also was 
characteristic of the responses in other positions for all items with only 
one exception. Item 16, holds strong views, was supported as a qualifi­
cation by 70 percent of the presidents.
Rights and Duties of Boards of Visitors
Part IV of the survey questionnaire (Appendix A) was used to gather 
data on views about expected rights and duties of visitors. Table 4.4.1, 
consisting of two pages, shows the percentage of respondents who selected 
each response to the 33 items in Part IV. Table 4.4.2, also consisting 
of two pages, summarizes these responses by position of the respondents 
and shows the percentage of respondents who supported or opposed each 
item. The items have been rearranged in Table 4.4.2 into groups accord­
ing to theme or type of issue. The original reference numbers have been 
retained and abridged labels have been provided to help in locating the 
full wording of each item in Part IV of the questionnaire. A numerical 
summary by position of the surveyed population may be found in Table 3.1.
There were considerable differences among the items of Part IV in 
the extent to which respondents expressed a clear consensus. By
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considering the complements of the percentages in the middle (MMN) col­
umn of Table 4.4.1 the items may be divided about evenly into three 
broad groups based on the percentages of respondents who expressed defi­
nite views. In one group of 11 items, 80 percent or more of the respon­
dents took definite stands: numbers 4, 7, 9, 18, 21, 24, 25, 26, 31, 32,
and 33. In another group less than 70 percent of the respondents took 
definite stands on 10 items: numbers 2, 3, 8 , 13, 16, 19, 20, 22, 28,
and 29. In the third group between 70 percent and 80 percent of the re­
spondents took definite stands on the remaining 12 items: numbers 1 ,
5, 6 , 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 17, 23, 27, and 30. The percentages of respon­
dents who expressed definite views ranged from a high of 88 percent for 
item 25, publish members' financial statements, to a low of 46 percent 
for item 22, reject State opposition to appointments.
In addition to the differences in the extent to which respondents 
took definite stands on these items, there were wide differences among 
the items in the degrees of agreement expressed by the respondents. For 
example, a clear consensus was expressed on having visitors reward teach­
ing over publications for promotion and tenure, item 26, for which 87 
percent of the respondents took a definite stand including 83 percent who 
expressed support. On the other hand, although a total of 81 percent 
took a position on whether visitors should open meetings to public view, 
item 18, there was not a clear consensus among all respondents since 42 
percent supported and 39 percent opposed this action. However, in this 
case there was consensus within positions with differences between posi­
tions, as may be seen in Table 4.4.2.
Table 4.4.2 shows the percentage of respondents in each position
who supported or opposed each item. Except for combining Council mem­
bers and staff the positions are the same as those which were defined 
in Chapter III: visitors, presidents, legislators, Council members and
staff, and other officials. As an aid in interpreting the data, the 
iter>is also have been rearranged into the following groups: educational
policy, academic freedom, faculty and student rights, faculty and stu­
dents in governance, lines of authority, relations with government—  
defending independence, relations with government— asserting influence, 
and relations with the public.
Educational Policy Most respondents in all positions who expressed 
a definite view on the items in this group supported the maintenance and 
enhancement of academic quality, including innovative programs to meet 
diverse and changing needs, over cost considerations and unlimited en­
rollment. Most also supported teaching over research and publications 
and opposed lowering the importance of the terminal degree as a qualifi­
cation in recruiting faculty. Visitors expressed these views propor­
tionately more frequently than legislators in four of the seven items 
and presidents proportionately more frequently than all other positions 
in five of the seven items. Thus, there appeared to be a line of demar­
cation of views, if not altogether sharp, between institutional posi­
tions and positions at the State level concerning rights and duties of 
visitors related to educational policy, with presidents more strongly 
committed than visitors on most items.
Maintenance and enhancement of the quality of academic programs 
generally was expressed by supporting items 7, 23, and 28, and opposing 
item 8 . Item 7, impose limits on enrollments to achieve academic goals,
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was supported by a larger percentage of the visitors (83 percent) than 
of the legislators (66 percent). Item 7 also was supported by notably 
large percentages of Council members and staff (93 percent) and other 
officials (81 percent). Only 70 percent of the presidents supported 
item 7. Item 8 , favor cost factors over educational needs when develop­
ing budgets, was opposed by all of the presidents but by only 49 percent 
of the visitors and 46 percent of the legislators. Item 28, expand cur­
ricula for student diversity, was supported by 67 percent of the visi­
tors and 70 percent of the presidents and by 56 percent of the legisla­
tors. However, item 23, ask funds for pioneer programs, was supported 
by a slightly larger majority of legislators (63 percent) than of visi­
tors (59 percent) while 80 percent of the presidents supported this item.
Favoring teaching over research and publications was expressed by 
opposing item 14, fund research before teaching needs, and supporting 
item 26, reward teaching over publications in faculty promotion and ten­
ure awards. While 80 percent of the presidents favored teaching for 
both items, legislators expressed this view somewhat more strongly than 
visitors, also for both items. Item 14 was opposed by 66 percent of the 
legislators compared to 59 percent of the visitors. Item 26 was sup­
ported by 87 percent of the legislators compared to 82 percent of the 
visitors. Interestingly, item 26 was supported by 90 percent of the 
other officials but by only 64 percent of the Council members and staff.
Finally, item 5, de-emphasize doctorate in faculty recruiting, was 
opposed by 69 percent of the visitors compared to only 49 percent of the 
legislators. Nearly all of the presidents (90 percent) also opposed 
this item.
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Academic Freedom As discussed in Chapter III, the six items in this 
group of rights and duties of visitors were selected using factor analy­
sis to develop an index for measuring the views of respondents concern­
ing academic freedom.
Clearly, although respondents generally favored academic freedom, 
the consensus on each of these items was much less pronounced than for 
the items in the preceding group related to educational policy. A ma­
jority view for all respondents was expressed for only three items.
Item 21, have administrators control student newspaper content, was op­
posed by 65 percent. Item 31, require screening to control speaker in­
vitations by students, was opposed by 61 percent. Item 32, require 
suspending disruptive students, was supported by 66 percent of all re­
spondents. As to the other three items, consensus among all respondents 
included only pluralities with 46 percent supporting item 3, defend 
faculty rights to engage in so-called "dangerous" research; 50 percent 
supporting item 6 , defend outspoken faculty on campus; and 42 percent op­
posing item 16, interpret societal needs to faculty.
Contrasts also were not pronounced among positions. Although visi­
tors supported the academic freedom position more frequently than legis­
lators for items 3 and 21 along with one "tie," item 16, the only item 
with a margin between visitors and legislators exceeding 10 percentage 
points was item 3, which was supported by 54 percent of the visitors 
compared to 40 percent of the legislators. Furthermore, no single po­
sition consistently led all other positions in the percentage of re­
spondents expressing a particular view.
Faculty and Student Rights There were four items in this category of
rights and duties of visitors. A clear majority appeared for only item 
15, impose instructional changes unilaterally, with 60 percent of the re­
spondents opposed. Among positions, 70 percent of both the visitors and 
the presidents were opposed to this item compared to 55 percent of the 
legislators. By contrast, an unexpected plurality of 43 percent of the 
Council members and staff supported this item with 29 percent opposed.
Item 9, impose student discipline off campus, also was opposed more fre­
quently by visitors (55 percent) than by legislators (43 percent). This 
item was opposed by even larger majorities of presidents (70 percent) 
and Council members and staff (71 percent), but was supported, remarkably, 
by 52 percent of the other officials. Consensus was weak though general­
ly in support of item 10, formally oppose faculty bargaining, including 
about one-half of the visitors (51 percent) and legislators (48 percent). 
Consensus also was weak though generally opposed to item 13, defend out­
spoken faculty off campus, including about half of both visitors (49 per­
cent) and legislators (53 percent).
Faculty and Students in Governance Two clear contrasts stand out in 
the responses to the four items in this group of rights and duties of 
visitors. First, more presidents opposed than supported having faculty 
and students on board committees, while more respondents in the other po­
sitions took the opposite view except for Council members and staff in 
respect to faculty. Secondly, fewer respondents in all positions favored 
vetoing decisions in conflict with institutional policy if made by stu­
dents than if made by faculty, each with legitimate authority.
Both item 2, put faculty on board committees, and item 20, appoint 
students to board committees, were opposed by 50 percent of the
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presidents. However, these items were supported at least by plurali­
ties of all other positions with the only exception being Council mem­
bers and staff, of which 50 percent opposed item 2. Interestingly, 
these two items were supported by larger percentages of the legislators 
(55 percent for item 2 and 52 percent for item 20) than of the visitors 
(34 percent for item 2 and 41 percent for item 20).
A larger majority of all respondents supported item 27, veto anti­
policy faculty decisions (64 percent), than supported item 11, veto 
anti-policy student decisions (55 percent). Larger percentages of re­
spondents in each position also supported item 27 than supported item
11. Within some positions there were substantial majorities in support 
of both items. Among visitors, 68 percent supported item 27 and 63 
percent supported item 11. Among legislators, by comparison, only 57 
percent supported item 27 and 47 percent supported item 11.
Lines of Authority As expected, the consensus of the visitors was to 
support both of the items in this group with 51 percent supporting item 
1, censure faculty members who by-pass board authority, and 61 percent 
supporting item 24, control presidents in talks with State authorities 
about new plans. That 60 percent of the presidents opposed these items 
also was to be expected. Visitors would normally be expected to protect 
their positions of authority and presidents could be expected to favor 
a certain freedom of movement for both themselves and others. A clear 
consensus was lacking among respondents in external positions on each 
of these questions with the unexpected exception that over half of the 
other officials (52 percent) supported item 24.
Relations With Government— Defending Independence A pattern is not
readily discernable among the four items in this group of rights and 
duties of visitors. Presidents selected responses which expressed de­
fense of the independence of institutions more frequently than other 
respondents for three of them. The exception was item 4, veto grants 
threatening excess government control. Although 50 percent of the 
presidents opposed this item, it was supported by 70 percent or more in 
the other positions. A majority of visitors (66 percent) and presidents 
(80 percent) opposed item 12, encourage State involvement in campus 
policy-making. Opposition to this item also was suggested, though with­
out a strong consensus, in the responses of legislators, Council members 
and staff, and other officials. There was a split along educational 
lines in the views among positions on item 19, defend faculty from State 
intrusions. Support for this item was expressed by 70 percent of the 
presidents and was suggested by the weak pluralities of the views of 
visitors (34 percent) and Council members and staff (36 percent). How­
ever, item 19 was opposed by substantial pluralities of legislators (43 
percent) and other officials (45 percent). For item 22, reject State 
opposition to appointments supported by the faculty, an unexpectedly 
low 46 percent of all of the respondents even expressed a definite view. 
While item 22 was supported by 50 percent of the presidents and 43 per­
cent of the other officials, fewer than one-third of the respondents in 
the other positions agreed on a response, although support was indicated 
more frequently than opposition.
Relations With Government— Asserting Influence The three items in 
this group of rights and duties of visitors were supported noticeably 
more frequently by respondents in educational positions— visitors,
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presidents, and Council members and staff— than by legislators and other 
officials. Two items were more frequently supported than opposed by re­
spondents in all positions. Item 17, lobby for legislative appropria­
tions, was supported strongly by visitors (80 percent), presidents (90 
percent), and Council members and staff (79 percent). This item was more 
moderately supported by legislators (57 percent) and other officials (38 
percent). Item 30, nominate candidates for board membership, was sup­
ported by 65 percent of the visitors, 57 percent of the Council members 
and staff, and 50 percent of the presidents. This item also was sup­
ported by 50 percent of the legislators, and 52 percent of the other of­
ficials. However, there was a conflict between respondents in educa­
tional positions and those in other positions for item 29, lobby for 
higher faculty salaries. This item was supported by 70 percent of the 
presidents, 50 percent of the Council members and staff, and 35 percent 
of the visitors. It was opposed more frequently than supported by the 
legislators (29 percent to 17 percent) and the other officials (29 per­
cent to 19 percent).
Relations With the Public In their responses to the three items in 
this group of rights and duties of visitors the respondents, for the 
most part, were separated between institutional positions, that is, visi­
tors and presidents, and positions at the State level, including legis­
lators, Council members and staff, and other officials. Item 33, inter­
pret campus to community, was heavily supported by respondents in all 
positions. However, the support was stronger among visitors (86 percent) 
and presidents (100 percent) than among legislators (70 percent), and 
Council members and staff (79 percent), while 90 percent of the other
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officials supported this item. There was sharp conflict on item 18, 
open meetings to public, involving substantial majorities in all posi­
tions. The item was opposed by 58 percent of the visitors and 60 per­
cent of the presidents but supported by 59 percent of the legislators,
71 percent of the Council members and staff, and 81 percent of the other 
officials. Finally, respondents in all positions opposed more frequently 
than they supported item 25, publish members' financial statements. 
Percentages opposed were higher for visitors (83 percent) and presidents 
(70 percent) than for legislators (69 percent), Council members and 
staff (64 percent), and other officials (43 percent).
Major Authority for Selected Decisions
Views on the extent to which authority should be exercised by visi­
tors in concert with other decision-making groups in higher education 
were measured in Part V of the survey questionnaire (Appendix A). The 
higher educational leaders in Virginia were asked to assign major author­
ity for 21 selected decisions to one or more of eight different decision­
making groups. The choices included, besides visitors, three campus 
groups— administrators, faculty, and students— and four external groups—  
members and staff professionals of the Council of Higher Education, other 
central State agency officials, members of the General Assembly, and 
other external groups.
Tables 4.5.1 through 4.5.4 contain detailed data which resulted 
from the responses. Table 4.5.1, consisting of two pages, shows the per­
centages of all respondents who assigned authority to visitors and cam­
pus groups either singly or in any combination. Table 4.5.2, consisting 
of seven pages, presents selected summaries of these percentages for all
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respondents and for respondents classified by position. Tables 4.5.3 
and 4.5.4 contain similar data for visitors and external groups. As an 
aid in interpreting these data, the decision items have been rearranged 
and classified in all of the tables according to the following types: 
Financial Affairs, Academic Affairs, Faculty Affairs, Student Affairs, 
Funds Control, and Presidential Appointment. Each item is identified 
with its original number and an abridged label to make it easier to lo­
cate the full wording in Part V of the questionnaire. A numerical sum­
mary by position of the surveyed population may be found in Table 3.1.
Symbols were used for the column headings in Tables 4.5.1 and 
4.5.3 to save space. The explanatory legend below matches the symbols
with the decision-making groups specified in Part V of the survey
questionnaire.
The symbols for Table 4.5.1 are:
Camp Grps - Campus groups
Vis - Boards of visitors
Adm - Institutional administration
Fac - Faculty
Stu - Students
The symbols for Table 4.5.3 are:
Ext Grps - External groups
Vis - Boards of visitors
CHE - Council of Higher Education
OCA - Other central agency
GA - General Assembly
OEG - Other external group
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Visitors and Campus Groups As shown in the first percentage column 
of Table 4.5.1, for seven of the 21 items unexpectedly large percentages 
of all respondents withheld major authority from both visitors and cam­
pus groups and, thus, restricted major authority for these items to ex­
ternal groups. Slightly more than one-fourth withheld authority for two 
decisions— item 3, allocating State appropriations (26 percent) and item 
21, economy of spending (27 percent). Authority was withheld for item 
14, approve budget deficits, by 21 percent of the respondents; for item 
2 , add or delete degree programs, by 18 percent; and for item 20, legal­
ity of spending, by 18 percent. Finally, authority was withheld for item 
4, endowment portfolio transactions, by 13 percent of the respondents 
and for item 5, presidential appointment, by 12 percent.
Of course the vast majority of the respondents, and in most cases 
virtually all, assigned major authority to visitors and campus groups. 
However, they consistently chose combinations which included visitors or 
administrators or both and frequently excluded faculty and students.
Even for the decision closest to the operating level academically, item 
1, add or delete courses, 86 percent of the respondents included visi­
tors or administrators in their assignments of authority.
Table 4.5.2 presents percentages of respondents by position who as­
signed major authority to visitors and campus groups. These percentages 
are summarized to highlight the extent to which visitors were expected 
either to exercise authority directly or to maintain strong control 
through authority assigned to administrators, who are directly account­
able to the boards. The percentages on the first line for each decision 
item are those for all respondents.
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The first percentage columns of Tables 4.5.2 and 4.5.1 correspond. 
Table 4.5.2 shows that there were notable differences between positions 
in the percentages of respondents who withheld major authority from vis­
itors and campus groups for the seven decision items noted above as well 
as for one other, item 6 , determine tuition. For example, larger per­
centages of legislators than of visitors withheld authority for seven of 
these eight items: items 3 and 6 under Financial Affairs; item 2 under
Academic Affairs; items 14, 20, and 21 under Funds Control; and item 5, 
Presidential Appointment. The widest differences were for item 2, add 
or delete degree programs— legislators, 34 percent, and visitors, 4 per­
cent— and item 21, economy of spending— legislators, 41 percent, and vis­
itors, 16 percent. Authority withheld from visitors and campus groups 
was not an issue for any of the decisions under either Faculty Affairs 
or Student Affairs.
The second, third, and fourth columns in Table 4.5.2 show the per­
centages of respondents who assigned authority to visitors alone, visi­
tors with campus groups, and campus groups without visitors. By summing 
the percentages in the second and third columns it may be seen that a 
majority, and in most cases a substantial majority, of the respondents 
included visitors in their assignments of authority for all except three 
of the 21 decisions: item 1, adding or deleting specific courses, under
Academic Affairs; item 19, faculty teaching loads, under Faculty Affairs; 
and item 11, disciplining student cheating, under Student Affairs. For 
each of these three exceptions, as the fourth percentage column of Table
4.5.2 shows, a substantial majority of the respondents assigned major 
authority to campus groups without visitors.
Thus, there were 18 decision items for which visitors were assigned 
major authority by a majority of the respondents. For 14 of these items 
a larger percentage of respondents who were visitors than of respondents 
who were legislators included visitors in their choices. This group of 
items included four under Financial Affairs, three each under Academic 
Affairs, Faculty Affairs, and Funds Control, and the Presidential Ap­
pointment decision. However, the margins were wide only for the three 
items under Funds Control— item 14, approve budget deficits, visitors 
79 percent and legislators 61 percent; item 20 legality of spending, 
visitors 75 percent and legislators 63 percent; and item 21, economy of 
spending, visitors 69 percent and legislators 48 percent— as well as for 
item 5, presidential appointment, visitors 92 percent and legislators 
77 percent. Major authority was assigned to visitors alone by substan­
tial percentages of respondents in only a few cases as may be seen from 
the second percentage column. There was only one decision— item 5, pres­
idential appointment— for which a majority of the respondents (71 per­
cent) assigned major authority to visitors alone and this choice was made 
by a much larger percentage of visitor respondents (81 percent) than of 
legislator respondents (58 percent). Nevertheless, the data presented 
in Table 4.5.2 clearly show that most higher educational leaders in 
this study assigned visitors major authority in all areas of campus pol­
icy and larger percentages of visitors usually did so than legislators.
The fifth, sixth, and seventh columns of Table 4.5.2 present sum­
maries of the percentages to show major authority assigned to visitors 
and administrators distinguished from faculty and students. The impor­
tance of this distinction stems from the fact that a governing board
generally can exert stronger direct control over its administrators than 
over the faculty and students. Hence, it is striking that the majori­
ties of respondents, both in total and by position, who assigned major 
authority to visitors or administrators or both were large for all 21 
decision items and nearly unanimous for most. Percentages of respon­
dents who assigned faculty and students even to participate in exercis­
ing major authority were consistent and substantial only for items under 
Academic Affairs, Faculty Affairs, and Student Affairs. A majority of 
respondents assigned major authority to faculty and/or students only for 
items 1 , add or delete courses and 11, disciplining student cheating, 
but were not large in either case. As indicated by the percentages in 
the last two columns of Table 4.5.2, larger shares of visitors and pres­
idents than of legislators and other officials assigned major authority 
to faculty and/or students for the items under Academic Affairs and Fac­
ulty Affairs with very few exceptions, although, as may be inferred from 
Table 4.5.1, students were rarely included. For most of these items, 
the percentages of Council members and staff who included faculty and/or 
students ranked with or ahead of visitors and presidents.
In summary, it is clear from the responses to Part V of the survey 
questionnaire that most of the higher educational leaders who partici­
pated in the present study chose visitors to exercise major authority in 
almost all of the proposed decisions and administrators as the campus 
group to exercise major authority over all decisions along with or in­
stead of visitors.
Visitors and External Groups Table 4.5.3, consisting of two pages, 
contains the percentages of total respondents who assigned major
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authority to visitors and external groups singly or in any combination. 
The explanatory legend for the column headings may be found above in the 
introduction to this section.
By summing the percentages of the first two columns it may be seen 
that more than 50 percent of the respondents withheld major authority 
from external groups for all but two decisions— item 2 and item 21. For 
item 2 , add or delete degree programs, 20 percent withheld major author­
ity from both visitors and external groups and another 5 percent limited 
major authority to visitors only. Thus, 75 percent of the respondents 
assigned major authority to one or more external groups for this deci­
sion. In the same manner it may be seen that 34 percent of the respon­
dents withheld major authority for item 21, economy of spending, from 
both visitors and external groups and another 5 percent restricted major 
authority to visitors alone. Thus, 61 percent of the respondents as­
signed major authority for this item to one or more external groups. 
There were 19 items for which a majority of all respondents excluded ex­
ternal groups from major authority. The range was from a combined 55 
percent for item 3, allocating State appropriations, to 98 percent for 
item 11, disciplining student cheating.
Table 4.5.4 presents percentages of respondents by position who as­
signed major authority to visitors and external groups. These percent­
ages are summarized in the second, third, and fourth columns in order to 
compare how often respondents assigned authority to visitors alone, to 
visitors with external groups, or to external groups without visitors. 
The last three columns compare how often respondents assigned major au­
thority to visitors and the Council of Higher Education, separately or
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together, on the one hand or to other external groups on the other hand.
The first and second percentage columns of Table 4.5.4 correspond 
to those of Table 4.5.3. When combined, they show for each decision 
item the percentages of respondents in total and by position who with­
held authority from external groups. It was not surprising that in 19 
out of the 21 items visitors withheld authority from external groups 
more frequently than legislators. Furthermore, the differences were 
negligible for the two exceptions, item 4, endowment portfolio transac­
tions, and item 11, disciplining student cheating. Similarly, presi­
dents withheld major authority from external groups more frequently than 
legislators for 18 out of the 21 decision items. The differences in two 
of the three exceptions were not substantial: item 2 , add or delete de­
gree programs, and item 14, approve budget deficits. However, the dif­
ference was 35 percentage points between legislators (55 percent) and 
presidents (20 percent) for item 20, legality of spending. Nevertheless, 
these data show (a) that substantial majorities of higher educational 
leaders, both in total and by position, chose to withhold authority for 
most types of decisions affecting campus policy from external groups 
which could exercise such authority, and (b) that larger percentages of 
visitors and presidents did so than legislators.
The third and fourth columns of Table 4.5.4 present data which in­
dicate the extent to which major authority was assigned to external 
groups with or without visitors by the respondents in total and by posi­
tion. As shown on the first line of each decision, in the fourth column, 
for 15 of the 21 items fewer than 10 percent of the respondents assigned 
major authority to external groups without visitors. Of the remaining
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six, there were only three for which more than 20 percent assigned major 
authority only to external groups: item 3, allocating State appropria­
tions (25 percent); item 2, add or delete degree programs (22 percent); 
and item 21, economy of spending (27 percent). However, taking the 
third and fourth columns together it can be seen that appreciable per­
centages of the respondents included external groups when they assigned 
major authority. For nine out of the 21 items, 25 percent or more of all 
respondents did so. Nevertheless, visitors were chosen to share major 
authority with external groups more often than not for all except one of 
the 21 items— item 3, allocating State appropriations.
As expected from the fact that visitors withheld authority from ex­
ternal positions more frequently than legislators, visitors themselves 
did not assign the position of visitor to share authority with external 
groups as frequently as legislators did. Of the nine items where 25 
percent or more of the respondents assigned authority to external groups, 
legislators more frequently included visitors with external groups than 
visitors themselves did for eight: item 3, allocating State appropria­
tions; item 6 , determine tuition; item 7, annual operating budget; item 
10, biennial budget requests; item 1, add or delete courses; item 14, 
approve budget deficits; item 20, legality of spending; and item 21, 
economy of spending. Visitors and legislators were about even for item 
2 , add or delete degree programs.
Presidents also were more likely than visitors to include visitors 
when assigning authority to external groups for seven of these nine items. 
The exceptions were item 7 where visitors were more likely and item 6 
where presidents excluded external groups entirely.
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Thus, these data show that appreciable numbers of higher educational 
leaders in the present study assigned major authority to external groups 
for decisions affecting campus policies. However, when doing so, they 
usually included visitors as participants in exercising authority along 
with external groups. Among respondents by position, both legislators 
and presidents assigned authority to visitors along with external groups 
more frequently than visitors themselves did.
A somewhat different perspective is displayed in the last three col­
umns of Table 4.5.4. Here the focus is on the extent to which the as­
signment of major authority to external groups was restricted to, or at 
least included, the Council of Higher Education with or without visitors. 
It can be seen from the percentages on the first line of each decision 
item that the majority of respondents who assigned authority to visitors 
and/or external groups kept authority in the hands of visitors or Council 
or both whether or not other external groups were chosen. As shown in 
the last column, there were only four items for which as many as 10 per­
cent of the respondents assigned major authority to external groups with­
out involving visitors or Council or both. They, were item 3, allocating 
State appropriations (12 percent); item 14, approving budget deficits (10 
percent); item 20, legality of spending (10 percent); and item 21, economy 
of spending (11 percent). By combining the last two columns, five more 
items can be seen for which more than 10 percent of the respondents as­
signed authority to other external groups either with or without visi­
tors or Council. They were item 4, endowment portfolio transactions; 
item 6 , determine tuition; item 7, annual operating budget; item 10, 
biennial budget requests; and item 18, affirmative actions plans.
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For all but one of these nine items, it can be shown by computing 
and comparing the ratios of the percentages in the last three columns 
of data that, of the respondents who assigned authority to external 
groups, legislators were more likely than visitors to choose groups 
other than the Council of Higher Education. The exception was item 4, 
endowment portfolio transactions.
In summary, these data show that higher educational leaders who 
assigned major authority to external groups for decisions affecting cam­
pus policy usually chose the Council of Higher Education as the external 
group and included visitors, and larger percentages of visitors them­
selves made these choices than legislators.
Summary
The data which were collected for the present study, as displayed 
in the tables included in Chapter IV, fell into five principal categor­
ies. These categories corresponded to the five parts of the survey 
questionnaire (Appendix A): Part I— Personal Data, Part II— Political
Orientation, Part III— Qualifications of Board Members, Part IV— Rights 
and Duties of Boards of Visitors, and Part V— Major Authority. The data 
which were requested in Parts I and II related to the personal attributes 
of the higher educational leaders of Virginia included in the survey. 
Parts III, IV, and V sought the views of these leaders concerning as­
pects of the role of boards of visitors in Virginia higher education.
Results from the personal data collected in the survey described 
the higher educational leaders in Virginia as predominantly male, middle- 
aged, white, well educated persons with a relatively small amount of 
prior experience in either higher education, except for the professionals
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in education, or on higher educational governing boards or corporation 
boards whose shares are traded. Except for full-time government em­
ployees, their primary occupations most frequently were as organization­
al and professional leaders in the world of business.
The political party preferences of most of the respondents were 
about evenly divided between the Democratic and Republican parties.
Most perceived their own political leaning as middle-of-the-road or con­
servative. Most also said their political and social views tended to 
agree with those of prominent conservative figures such as William Buck­
ley, Jr., Barry Goldwater, James Jackson Kilpatrick, and Ronald Reagan 
and to disagree with the views of the liberal Jane Fonda, Edward Kennedy, 
Walter Mondale, and Andrew Young. Larger percentages of visitors than of 
legislators preferred the Republican party and indicated attractions to 
the more conservative views.
Notably large percentages of respondents were noncommittal concern­
ing views on qualifications of board members. Nevertheless, clear 
choices were distinguishable for 14 of the 16 items. Opposition was ex­
pressed for only three of these— local faculty member, outside profes­
sional educator, and current local student as suitable for board member­
ship. When results are analyzed by different positions, differences of 
views appeared. Differences between visitors and legislators were 
identified for seven qualifications, of which the most pronounced related 
to faculty and students as board members. Substantially larger majori­
ties of visitors than of legislators were opposed to both.
Considerably larger proportions of the respondents took definite 
stands on rights and duties o"f boards of visitors than on qualifications
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for membership on boards. For 22 of the 33 items 50 percent or more of 
the respondents agreed on either support or opposition. Furthermore, 
variations among positions included notable differences in views among 
visitors, presidents, legislators, Council members and staff, and other 
officials. There were discernable lines of demarcation separating views 
either between institutional positions (i.e., visitors and presidents) 
and state-level positions or between' educational positions (i.e., visi­
tors, presidents, and Council) and other positions for items related to 
educational policy, relations with government— defending independence, re­
lations with government— asserting influence, and relations with the pub­
lic. Furthermore, presidents were in sharp conflict with others for cer­
tain items related to faculty and students in governance and to lines of 
authority.
A majority of all respondents assigned major authority for 18 of the 
21 decisions in Part V to visitors acting alone or with one or more cam­
pus groups. Those who withheld authority from visitors and campus groups 
included larger percentages of legislators than of visitors. Sole author­
ity was assigned to visitors by a majority for only one decision— presi­
dential appointment. For all 21 decisions a majority of the respondents 
assigned major authority to visitors or administrators or both acting 
either with or without faculty and/or students. A majority withheld 
major authority from faculty and students for 19 of the 21 decisions. 
However, whenever faculty and/or students were assigned authority, it was 
by larger percentages of visitors than of legislators for a substantial 
majority of the items. Turning to external groups, a majority of respon­
dents excluded them from exercising major authority on most items. Where
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external groups were assigned major authority, the tendency was to in­
clude visitors also and to have one of the external groups, if not the 
only one, be the Council of Higher Education. Legislators more frequent­
ly than visitors assigned authority to external groups and selected ex­
ternal groups other than the Council of Higher Education. Nevertheless, 
the overwhelming majority of respondents expected visitors to exercise 
major authority in all areas of campus decision-making regardless of 
what other campus or external groups were expected to participate.
CHAPTER V: ANALYSIS OF RESULTS
The purpose of this study was to identify, analyze, and interpret 
significant relationships among certain psychological and sociological 
variables which affect the definition of the role of governing board 
members, termed visitors, in public senior higher education in Virginia. 
The primary psychological variables included the attitudes or opinions 
held by leading decision-makers in state-wide higher education about 
(a) qualifications for board membership, (b) rights and duties of visi­
tors, and (c) major authority which should be exercised and/or shared 
by visitors. The sociological variables included, for these decision­
makers, (a) position in state-wide higher education, (b) sex, (c) age,
(d) race, (e) education, (f) other volunteer board experience, and 
(g) occupation. Other relevant psychological variables were (a) politi­
cal and social views and (b) attitudes about academic freedom. The popu­
lation of decision-makers consisted of the visitors themselves, the pres­
idents of the senior public colleges and universities in Virginia, the 
members of the Virginia General Assembly, members and staff professionals 
of the State Council of Higher Education for Virginia, and executives 
and professional staff members of other State agencies whose decisions 
could influence significantly the direction and performance of public 
senior higher education in Virginia. Taken together this population was 
defined in Chapter I as comprising the system of leadership of Virginia 
state-wide public senior higher education.
The data gathered from the survey questionnaire used in the present
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study were presented in Chapter IV. Substantial variations were identi­
fied and discussed in the light of the problem which the present study 
investigated. This problem was whether, in what ways, and why views 
about the role of visitor differ among the leaders in public higher ed­
ucation in Virginia. Although differences were identified, reliable con­
clusions about the reasons for these differences depended on the results 
of tests of hypotheses which were derived from the problem.
Tests of Hypotheses
Seven hypotheses were posed for testing in the present study. The 
questions which were addressed by the hypotheses, all directly con­
nected with the problem, included (a) whether there was a relationship 
between the views held by higher educational leaders about the visitor's 
role and the positions they occupied, (b) whether there was a relation­
ship between their views about major authority exercised by visitors in 
making decisions and the nature of the decisions, (c) whether their views 
about the visitor's role were related to their orientations toward ex­
ternal systems of interest groups or constituencies, (d) whether their 
views were in stronger agreement on some aspects of the visitor's role 
than others, and (e) whether there were relationships between the views 
held by higher educational leaders about the visitor's role and their 
personal attributes. The analysis of the results from the tests of 
these hypotheses is presented below.
Hypothesis 1, Responsibility Definition— Division of Authority by Visi­
tors and Others According to Hypothesis 1, members of boards of visi­
tors were more likely to assign authority for the decisions in Part V of 
the survey instrument (Appendix A) to the position of visitor than were
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other higher educational leaders. As explained in Chapter III, re­
sponses were scored so that the lower the score, the stronger the au­
thority ascribed to the position of visitor. Thus, Hypothesis 1 pre­
dicted that for each of the 21 decisions in Part V,
H1 : A 1 A 2 ’ °r A2 " A1 ^  ® ’ 
where = the board member group mean authority score for any decision
item, and A^ = the non-board member group mean authority score for the
same item.
The results of the tests of this hypothesis are presented in Tables 
5.1.1 through 5.1.4. Mean scores by position of respondent for the as­
signment of authority for the decisions in Part V of the survey instru­
ment among campus groups and the board of visitors are contained in Table 
5.1.1. Results of one-way analysis of variance with a priori contrasts 
between visitors and other respondents for campus authority assignment 
scores are shown in Table 5.1.2. Similar results are displayed in Tables
5.1.3 and 5.1.4 for the scores on the assignment of authority among ex­
ternal groups and the board of visitors.
In all tables, the individual decisions are identified with Part V 
of the survey instrument (Appendix A) by item number and an abridged 
label. The complete wording of each decision may be found in Part V of 
the survey instrument. A numerical summary by position of the surveyed 
population may be found in Table 3.1.
For campus authority scores, as shown in Table 5.1.2, the findings 
indicated a correct prediction by positive contrast value and t^ value 
for 13 of the 21 items. The contrast value is the sum of the differences 
between the five non-visitor group means and the visitor group mean.
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The percentage of correct predictions was 62 percent with a resulting 
chi-square of 5.76 with one degree of freedom and a significance of 
less than .025. For five of the 13 positive predictions the probabil­
ity of t was less than .05— decisions numbered 2, 6 , 7, 14, and 21. For 
the remaining eight, though positively predicted, the probability of _t 
was not significant.
For external authority scores, as shown in Table 5.1.4, the findings 
similarly indicated a correct prediction by a positive contrast value and 
_t value for 17 of the 21 decision items. This was a percentage of cor­
rect predictions of 81 percent with a resulting chi-square of 38.44 with 
one degree of freedom and a significance of less than .005. For 13 of 
the 17 positive predictions the probability of _t was less than .05, in­
cluding nine for which the probability of t^ was less than .0 1 .
On the basis of these results, Hypothesis 1— that members of boards 
of visitors will be more likely to assign responsibility to their own 
position than will other higher educational leaders— can be accepted. 
Hypothesis 2, Obligations to Counter Positions This hypothesis 
stated that higher educational leaders were likely to expect stronger 
obligation of visitors toward persons in a counter position if the 
leaders dealt directly with the position than if they did not. A counter 
position to visitor, as defined in the first chapter, is any position 
in the higher educational system with which the visitor may have a re­
lationship .
The responses to selected items in Parts III and IV of the survey 
instrument (Appendix A) were used to test this hypothesis.
To test this hypothesis, the positions of faculty member and student
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were chosen as counter positions to the position of visitor in that work­
ing relationships exist between visitors and persons in these positions 
from time to time. Nevertheless, presidents, among all of the higher 
educational leaders surveyed in the present study, deal most directly 
with both of these positions. Tables 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 present the results 
for the position of faculty member. Tables 5.2.3 and 5.2.4 present the 
results for the position of student. A numerical summary by position of 
the surveyed population may be found in Table 3.1.
For the position of faculty member, items from Parts III and IV of 
the survey instrument which express obligation are presented with mean 
scores by position in Table 5.2.1. They are identified by Part, item 
number, and an abridged label. The full statement for each item appears 
in the survey instrument-(Appendix A).
As defined in the Chapter III section, Scoring, the initial scoring 
on a five-point scale for all items in Part III and Part IV was (1) abso­
lutely must, (2) preferably should, (3) may or may not, (4) preferably 
should not, and (5) absolutely must not. Let F^ represent the mean score 
of the president group for any item expressing obligation toward faculty 
and F^ represent the mean score of any non-president group— all others. 
Then, where favoring an item expresses positive obligation— Part III 
items 1 and 9, and Part IV items 2, 3, 6 , 13, 19, 22, and 29— the direc­
tional hypothesis was the basis for predicting that
H0: F ✓  F ', or F - F <  0.
2 p n p n
Similarly, positive obligation toward faculty is expressed by opposing 
Part IV items 1, 5, 10, 15, and 27. For these items the directional hy­
pothesis was the basis for predicting that
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H_: F s  F , or F - F >  0.
2 p S  n p n '
Next, after reversing the scale where favoring the items expressed 
positive obligation, the scores of all items for each respondent were 
summed into a combined score for obligation to faculty. Thus, for the 
combined scores, this hypothesis also was the basis for predicting that 
the president group mean score would exceed the non-president group mean 
scores. That is,
H„: F s  F , or F - F 0.
2 p /  n p n '
The results of the test of Hypothesis 2 for the position of faculty 
member are presented in Table 5.2.2. The contrast value is the algebraic 
sum of the differences obtained by subtracting the mean score for each 
non-president group from that of the president group. The direction of 
the president group mean compared with the non-president group means was 
predicted for 12 of 14 items, or 86 percent, with a chi-square of 51.84 
which was significant at less than .005 with one degree of freedom. Val­
ues of _t were significant at the .05 level or less for six of the 12 pre­
dicted items. For the combined obligation scores, the direction of the 
contrast also was predicted with a probability of _t of .005.
For the position of student, items from Parts III and IV of the 
survey instrument (Appendix A) which express obligation are presented 
with mean scores by position in Table 5.2.3. They are identified by
Part, item number, and an abbreviated label. The full statement for
each item appears in the survey instrument.
The initial scoring for these items was as explained above for the 
position of faculty member. Let represent the mean score of the pres­
ident group for any item and the mean scores of the non-president
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groups. Where favoring the item expresses positive obligation— Part III
items 4 and 10 and Part IV items 20 and 28— Hypothesis 2 was the basis
for the following prediction as to direction:
H„: S ✓  S , or S - S  < 0 .
2 p n p n
Similarly, opposing Part IV items 9, 11, 21, 31, and 32, expressed posi­
tive obligation toward students. Thus, for these items, Hypothesis 2 
was the basis for the following prediction as to direction:
H„: S •> S , or S - S "> 0.2 p s  n p n '
Finally, a composite score for obligation to students was found by 
first reversing the scale where favoring the items expressed positive 
obligation and then adding the scores for all items for each respondent. 
For this composite measure, Hypothesis 2 was the basis for the following 
prediction as to direction:
H„: S S , or S - S 0.
2 p 7  n p n
The results of the test of Hypothesis 2 for the position of student 
are presented in Table 5.2.4. The direction of the president group mean 
compared with the non-president group means was predicted for six of nine 
items, or 67 percent, with a chi-square of 11.56 which was significant at 
less than the .005 level with one degree of freedom. The direction of 
the combined obligation mean scores also was predicted. However, none 
of the values for Student's _t for either the predicted items or the com­
bined measure was significant.
The results of the tests for Hypothesis 2 showed that, as predicted, 
presidents expressed stronger obligation for the board of visitors toward 
faculty members than other higher educational leaders in their responses 
to 12 of the 14 test items, or 86 percent, with chi-square significant at
225
less than .005. Similarly, the results showed that presidents expressed 
stronger obligation for the board toward students than other higher edu­
cational leaders in their responses to six of the nine test items, or
67 percent, also with chi-square significant at less than .005. Based 
upon these results, Hypothesis 2 can be accepted.
Hypothesis 3, Line-of Authority Definition Hypothesis 3 stated that, 
in defining lines of authority in a higher educational system, members 
of boards of visitors were more likely to reject a potential by-pass of, 
or detour around, the board's position of authority than were higher 
educational leaders who could participate in the by-pass. That is, if 
represents rejection by visitors of a potential by-pass and rep­
resents rejection by by-pass participants, this hypothesis was the basis 
for the following prediction as to direction:
H0: R >  R .
3 v ^  p
Respondents to the survey of this study were potential participants
in a by-pass of the authority of the board as members of the following 
four position groups: presidents, Council members and staff, Assembly
members or legislators, and other officials. Tables 5.3.1 and 5.3.2 
contain the data for testing Hypothesis 3. A numerical summary by posi­
tion of the surveyed population may be found in Table 3.1.
Table 5.3.1, consisting of two pages, contains each item selected 
from Part IV of the survey questionnaire (Appendix A) which either con­
tained a by-pass directly or precluded a by-pass by inference because of 
implied intervention by the board. The items are grouped and headed by 
labels which identify the potential by-pass participant. For ease in 
locating the full wording in Part IV, each item is identified by item
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number and an abridged label.
Rejection of a potential by-pass was expressed by favoring all of 
the listed items except item 12, for which opposition expressed rejec­
tion of by-passing. The initial five-level scale for scoring these
items, as described in the Chapter III section on Scoring, ranged from 
1— strongly favor to 5— strongly oppose. Let represent mean scores 
for board members and R^ represent mean scores for by-pass participants. 
Thus, Hypothesis 3 was the basis for predicting, for contrasts on all 
items except item 12:
H„: R <  R , or R - R <  0.
3 v p v p
For item 12, contrasts according to Hypothesis 3 were expected to be as 
follows:
H„: R >  R , or R - R >  0.
3 v ^  p v p
Also, combined rejection scores were computed by adding the mean 
scores of the items after reversing the scale for all items except item 
12. Thus, for the combined scores, Hypothesis 3 was the basis for the 
following directional prediction:
H„: R >  R , or R - R 0.
3 v ^  p v p
The results of the tests of Hypothesis 3 are presented in the two- 
page Table 5.3.2. The direction of the contrast was predicted by Hypo­
thesis 3 for 20 of the 23 contrasts based on individual items. This rep­
resented a correct prediction percentage of 87 percent with a chi-square 
of 54.76 with one degree of freedom, significant at less than the .005 
level. For 11 of the 20 correctly predicted contrasts, the probability 
of was .05 or less. In addition, the contrasts for the four combined 
rejection scores were as predicted by Hypothesis 3 and two resulted in a
231
probability of _t of .000.
On the basis of these results, Hypothesis 3— that, in defining 
lines of authority in a higher educational system, governing board mem­
bers are more likely to reject a potential by-pass of, or detour around, 
the board's position than are higher educational leaders who could par­
ticipate in the by-pass— can be accepted.
Hypothesis 4, Technical Competence and Division of Responsibility 
Hypothesis 4 stated that a positive relationship should exist between 
the level of technical competence required for a decision and the extent 
to which authority for that decision will be assigned by higher educa­
tional leaders to campus positions subordinate to governing boards. To 
test this hypothesis, the 21 decisions in Part V of the survey instru­
ment (Appendix A) were divided equally into three levels of technical 
competence: (1) not very technical, (2) technical, and (3) very tech­
nical. As discussed in Chapter III, the responses of a panel of higher 
educational graduate students to the technical competence survey (Appen­
dix E-2) formed the basis for this grouping. Table 5.4.1 contains the 
results of the statistical tests for Hypothesis 4, while Tables 5.4.2 and
5.4.3 contain data used in setting the direction taken in the testing.
Using the scales for measuring authority assignment which were de­
veloped in the Chapter III section, Scoring, according to Hypothesis 4, 
the authority scores (An) should have been higher for items in the higher 
levels of technical competence. That is,
^4 ’ ^1 ^2 ^  ^ 3'
The results of a one-way analysis of variance of the campus author­
ity scores by level of technical competence, with a priori contrasts,
Hy
po
th
es
is
 
4,
 
Te
ch
ni
ca
l 
Co
mp
et
en
ce
 
an
d 
Re
sp
on
si
bi
li
ty
 
D
i
v
i
s
i
o
n
232
<44
O
CU
00
CO
P
CO
do
*H
CO
•H
U
cu
p
co
cu
p
H
a) 
u 
o 
0) 
I— I 
0) 
CO
»4
o
<44
CO
•H
CO
Po
rH
CO
sO
P
T3 nd
a  a)
CO 44
a
#. QJ
i n  rH
<D
* CO
rH
\ o
'O
a
•o CO
CO
a #*
o i n
•H
CO »*
•H rH
a
CU
P
44
O CO
CO TJ
CU C3
a CO
t o
H eg
co 00 m v o  o s \D <t co eg
O n iH 00 eg iH m
OO eg m r l  sO O h  o>  g - i^. o
rH eg eg eg
I • • • •
eg
I
CO 00 00 o -  a s O'* -<r eg < r
cjs rH m  o 0 0  CO CO r^.
00 eg eg H O H H 0 0 5 eg eg
«—i eg eg eg
1 • • • •
eg
I
iH O 00 rH  eg a>  o s iH < r
o CO vO o  eg Os eg
o s r - rH s o  i n iH  m  eg eg eg
• • • 1 • • • • • •
CO < r co iH
00 iH m eg *<r Os m
iH m 00 rH O- 00 o iH
eg e- vO rH OS O r l  CO N O• • • 1 • • • • • •
CO eg iH
CO
a
u
CO
<44
o
CO 
4J 
i—I
3
CO
0)
0)
>a>
<U cu a)
o o u
3 d o iH
a) cd o cd
■U •H CO u
CU V4 •H
a cd Po a rH
e > 44 p cdo •H o a
u 44 U 0) •HO o ■U d
CO to p rH pd p CO 44 cd oo •H 3 V4 o 0)
•H to CO cd <l) •H 44
CO - 44 Po > d
•H ♦H rH a p T--1 eg
CJ U cd cd 44 o J-4 cu • cu •
CU o d CU O CL) CU 44 3 P 44 3 P
n d p cd £ tz; H > CO rH o CO rH o44 cd cd u cd cd u
44 3 t o P u  > p > pO cd cd 3 • • • 44 44
£ O rH eg CO d 44 1 44 1 d 44|| 44 |
u CO I >4 O o
<u 3 <U a a o
p P d
e e o3 cd
!Z u
CO
44
d
cu
•H
O
•H144
M4
CU
O
CJ
d0
•H
44
cd
iH CU
CU 44 a
u d d
u 0) cd
0 •H 0
CJ O •H
•H <44
d <44 •H0 44 d
CO <U 00
u 0 •H
cd CJ C/3
a)
P
CO 4=5
233
CM vo
rQU-l 03 03o G a)cd 4~>
CM cj
c <u
(U m  i-i
00 cucd ci C/3
PL i—i
G CO
O £
•H o
CO
•H CO
> •H
•H a
Q cu
Q
4-> MM
•H o
r - 1
•H CO
X cu
•H CL
CO
£ H
OCL 03
CO CUa) uPi oa)03 i-1£ cu
*—1 cd C/3
mj- cu Li• cj Om £ mmcucu 4-J COi—i CU •H
X CL COcd eH o t-1
o cd
£
pH <cdCJ rH
•H cd
£ CJ
X •HO 4-1a) COH •H
4-1*1 cd
<1* 4-1
03CO
•H l-HCO O
0)
X CO
■M +J
o rHCL £
to COPC cu
&
vO
T3
£cd cdCO
£ *>
O m•H
CO*H rH
CJ
CU
Q
MH
o CO
CO 03
cu £CL cd
t o
H CM
<U
>cu
<r I—1 vO rH CO m
00 CO rH O 00 r". rH om vO I—1CM O rH CO o Ov o
• • • • • 1 • • • «
rH CM CO CO COi—1
CM
1 O
i—1 rH
<r CJn o CO rH vo 00 CO < r
00 CO O 00 vO o 00m vo a> i— 1vO O rH r-.<r m o
• ■ • • • 1 • • • •
rH CM CM n*
CM
1 o
CM o
-d* vD 00 rH m vO rH 00
CM CM CM rH 00 rH m
Ov vO CO i-H rH CTv 1— tm CM co rH
• • • 1 • • • • • •
CM CO CO rH
<1*o in rH cm r-* rH
mJ-CM Ml* ov rH r>.CMO CM o H  CM N H  CO N rH CM
• • • 1 • • • • • •
CO CO CO
0)
a
Gcu
4J
cu
§*o
cj
rQ
CO<u
Li
o
cj
(0
cd 
o
•rH
£4-> X cd
cj•H
g
,£a
<u
j->
>%}-<
a)
>
o
H
<U O 
Go
cl
3 • • •O H  (N CO 
Li
u
CO
cd
Li•u
goCJ
cu •
£ Xi—I o 
cd u 
> Pm
4->| 4->|
4->
CO
cd
u
u
goCJ
cu •
£ rOrH o 
cd u 
>  P-i
u\u\
G•H
OPL
%<
cd•H
4-»
GCU
-a•H
CO
0)
Ll
PLI
I
vo
o
u
4J
g
0CJ
CO
03
g
pH1 
I
m
CO
u•H
cd
MH
MH
< 3
£
CJ
cd
Phi
ICO
CO h3
Li 0)•H T3
cd £
CO MH rH
4J MH CJ
£ < Xa) 0)CJ
U •H £•H E CUMH 0) 0)MH H3 X
0) cd
0 CJ 0)
CJ < /—N >
1 CM cd
£ 1 • X
0 CM Mf•H • o
4J * m CM
cd CO
rH <u Li <U T3a) 4J a •H rH £
Li £ £ cd X cd
Li cu cd MH cd
O •H a MH H ci
O CJ •H <•H 14H 0
£ M-l •iH rH CO Cl
O MM £ cd rH Ml*
CO (U 00 •H cd
Li O •H a CO
cd CJ C/3 £ a) £<U cd <u O
PL £ C/3 •H•H CO
Fh •H
1 4J CJ
1 £ cu
rH <U QS H3
T
a
b
le
 
5
.4
.2
 
P
ag
e 
1 
of
 
2
234
o
H
4J O <1- co m co iH rH vO 00 00 00 CO eg CO < r
•H CM o> < r vD LO eg tH rH O vo <r vOPi •<reg CM o eg vO o on co o o 00 CO
O • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
,3 CO eg eg CM CO eg CO CO eg eg CO CO CO eg CO
3O
•H
CO
•H
>
•H
tH
•H
rO
♦H
CO
3O
P h
CO
CU
P4
TD
3CO
<U
G
3
<U
4J
CU
a
&
o
u
cO
o
•pH
3
,3
o
0)
H
CO•H
CO
CU
XH
o
Oh
X
CO
cu
CO 
CO 4-> m CO O 00 vO 00 ON vO CO CO eg CO vo vo eg eg
u 3  *rH LO vo m CO rH o vo 00 r^. e> eg vO eg 00 on on
o to O- U 00 ON eg co eg iH CO 00 eg 00 CO vD O
o +J £  O • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
CO •H CO X eg iH tH eg eg eg CO co eg CO CO CO m < -
a
CO
u
0
X
CJ 4-> 
3  
<
cu
£
u
o
,34J
u
0
•r->
CO
S
1 
I
>
4->
Pi
CO
PM
0)
Pi
•pH
CO
3
3
o
•pH
U
CO
cu
3
O '
^N
cu
>
u
0
Cfl
rC
4-» rH 
•H (0 
12 H 
O
3  H  
O
•H nu
cO
0 a
o  *H 
•H p  
4-» , 3
co a  
o  cu
•H H  
MM
•H M
CO o
CO MM 
COi—H
CJ
p >N 
AJ
MH «rt 
O U 
O
CU , 3  
P  U  
>> 3  
H <
t o  CO 
P  3 
O  
CO £  
£  CO 
CU CJ
CO
g
•pH
3
, c
o
(U
H
(U
o
0
<U
4J
CU
B
o
o
e- o CO e - n* o co co ON f-* eg co CO O o
vo o CO tH pH 00 m CO CO eg vO eg CO CO m o m
eg m on m eg eg o eg eg 00 O av ON r>*• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
eg eg tH eg eg eg eg eg CM tH iH eg tH iH rH iH rH
o •H CO
•pH 4-J & CO CO
U a 3 4-J X> 4-J
CO 3 Pi o Pi G
•H CO 00 3 3 3
U 3 CO O U X« CO H3 CO
a 3 4-J 4-J Pi U 3 3 3 3
o u 3 CO P h 3 3 3 O > CO
u u 00 3 CO O 4-1 tH G 3 XJ
CO a XJ 3 3 3 G CO a 3 3
U a o 3 cr CO CO 3 tH tH O
•H cO •H P 3 CO u Pi Pi P CO 3 CO CO 3 iH CO
CO tH 3 H 3 •H 3 00 G 3 0 3 Pi U to 3
MH (U O O 00 3 3 O 3 Pi O •H 3 •H O CO 4-1 00 3
Mm u M-l •H 3 4J 3 M-l U X 3 *H P 3 3 £ 3 r—1 3 3
< cd U 4-J •H 3 s M-l 3 CO G S M-l g o 3 •H S
4J u ♦H 4-J 00 < 3 3 CO CO 3 M-l •pH •H G X
I—1 CO o 3 3 TO P h 4-J 4-J 3 •H P h < CO 3 G P hCO pH 4-> U 3 3 a 3 3 Pi & 3 3 CO •H MM 3 3
•H 00 3 P O •pH rH rH X> > O to — G 3 O
u 3 4-1 3 Oh u & 3 3 00 3 •H P 4J Pi 3 3 4-1 Pi
a •H 3 3 O tH o 3 TO T3 3 4J a 1—1 O Pi O
co 4-1 3 •H 3 •H tH 3 3 CO
3 3 £ S tH •H I—1 3 Pi Pi 4-> 3 B eg G CO 3 >> 4-J CO
•H G [5 u 3 3 O O O P- Pi U 3 3 Pi G tH
PM O O 3 3 3 3 < 3 3 •H 3 Ph M-l 3 •H 3 3
1 tH 4-4 3 3 P h 1 X) X) G 3 M-4 pH 1 O 3 rH G P h
1 tH 3 3 3 •pH >> 1 T ) X) G 3 M-l to 1 Pi 3 O 3
rH < W P <3 P Eh - CM < < < O < H CO PM H PM Pm H
3 3 3
a • • • • • a • • • • • P h • • • •
to CO vO r*- O >% tH CM CO vo 00 to 00 ON m ON
H tH H tH tH tH H tH tH
Ta
bl
e 
5.
4.
2 
Pa
ge
 
2 
of
 
2
235
o CO 00 O as eg CO <t* vO CO COeg eg co rH eg 00 as CO o00 eg 00 vO v o 00<j* Gs m vO CO 1—1
• • • • • • • • • • • •
CO eg co CM eg CO eg rH eg CO CO
CO
cuu
£ o to
0 a 4-1
• r l CO •H
co U
• r l £ o
> cd 43•H cu 4-1
P S £
J o :o 43
4-1 u 4-» i—1
•H •H •rH cd
rH Vh !3 4-1
•r l O o
4 3 43 £ H
• r l 44 O
CO O • r l T 3
£ <3 CO £
O •rH cd
CL Jh O
CO O <u r>
<U *!—) n t o
P 4 cd 4-1
X MH • r l
1 O Jh
£ 1 O
cd > CU 43
a 4-J
CU u to £u u H <3
£ cd
CU Pu t o COu 43 £
cu cu c l
c l u CO e
0 •rH 0 cd
o cd 0) C J
o a 4 J
£ M #>
rH 0 cu
cd •H £ o
a 44 O £
•rH CO •H a)
£ <u CO 4-1
43 0 •rH CU
O O' a 9-
CU <u e
H to P O
a) C J* > MH
O rH
0 cd
CO u o £ a
*H O •H
CO •H £<u 4 J 43
4 3 cd CJ44 o CU
0 •H H
c l MH•H Ura CO O
CO MH
cd
rH
o
Cd
CO u 
£  «H 
CL U 
0 O cd 43
CJ 4J
3
<
<U 
cd a
i—. r—
eg o  
to m  m
Os
vO
o
• r l
£
43
o
<u
H
ov co m
rH m <r CO 00 i—1
ro vO rH o as as vO m
CTn O CO rH oo I—1 rH m
• • • • • • • •
rH eg eg eg rH eg CO
CO CO CO CO eg CO rH co rH co CM
CO 00 00 co CO rH CO CM O
CO m CO <r as CO <r CM 00 eg as Os
• • • • • • • • • • • •
rH rH rH rH rH CM eg CM rH eg rH rH
0 0
£
• r l
4-1 CO
cd U
cu CO
43 CU CO
U 4-1 44
O • r l
4-1 U O 0 0
£ Cu • r l £ 0 0CO CU CO MH •rH £ CO
u nd 4-1 CO £ CU nd • r l £
• r l £ £ 0 cd rH n0 £ n d cd
cd 4-1 CU cd 0) o cu £ cu
MH CO Hd u S U 44 a <U a
MH £ oo 44 <u CO Cu
< 0 0 44 0 Cu £ 0 0 CO a
£ CO u £ O MH £
4-J • r l cu O O £ o MH O
£ £ CU u 43 o u
cu • r l u o o CO o und rH • r l nd 0) 44
£ CM to 44 £ > •H 0 m
4-1 • r l a CU £ O rH O
C/> O •H rH cu Ph VH cd £ (U
1 CO rH 43 cu 1 CL oo O O -
1 •H O 44 t o 1 CL CU u
<r Q Cu <3 H m < hJ w H
cu cu
c l • • • CL • • •
rH CM e- O o rH
H rH rH rH H rH eg eg
44
£
a)
6
44
44
£
vO
nd
£ CU £
•H 0 cd CO CO
O 44 £
CL £ #k nd o
• r l m £  * rl<3 O cd coCu »> •rH
rH CL rH eg u
cd cd cu
• r l CO co p
44 rH CU CU
£ cd CL CL rH
<U • r l to ^  rH
nd 44 H H <3
•H £ 1 1 1
CO <u 1 1 1
CU nd CO CO
u •H £ £
P h CO cd cd
I cu cu cu
1 U a av£
0)
P h
CL
£
nd
£
CL • O cd
to m U uH o o coS
ca
le
s 
fo
r 
ca
mp
us
 
au
th
or
it
y 
an
d 
to
ta
l 
au
th
or
it
y 
sc
or
in
g 
ar
e 
de
sc
ri
be
d 
in 
th
e 
Ch
ap
te
r 
II
I 
se
ct
io
n 
on
236
Table $.4.3
Hypothesis 4, Technical Competence and Responsibility Division
One-Way Analysis of Variance With a priori Contrasts 
Academic, Faculty, and Student Affairs Decisions
vs .
Financial Affairs, Funds Control, and 
Presidential AppointmentDecisions
Scores Contrasted Value t Value t Prob
Campus authority 7.770 3.184 .006
Total authority 2.992 2.937 .010
Technical competence -1.151 -3.374 .004
aScales for campus authority and total authority scoring are described 
in Chapter III section on Scoring.
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for all 21 decisions are presented in the two-page Table 5.4.1, part b, 
in the first column. The mean authority scores for each level were 
found to be: 1— not very technical, 4.218; 2— technical, 3.751; 3— very
technical, 2.685. Neither of the contrasts, with _t values of -1.912 and 
-0.389, was statistically significant. Each, however, suggested an in­
verse relationship between campus authority score and level of technical 
competence for all 21 decisions taken together, in contrast with Hypothe­
sis 4. In addition, a Pearson correlation coefficient relating campus 
authority scores with the means of technical competence scores for all 
21 items was found to be -0.474, with a significance of .015. This in­
verse relationship also is presented in Table 5.4.1, part b, in the first 
column.
The 21 decisions then were classified by type for further analysis. 
Six classifications were derived from the traditional view, prevalent 
among professionals and observers in higher education, that governing 
boards tend to exercise stronger authority over presidential appoint­
ment, financial decisions, and other decisions of a business nature and 
to delegate to administrators, faculty, and students a greater measure 
of authority over decisions related to academic matters and faculty and 
student affairs. These classifications are displayed in the two pages 
of Table 5.4.2 with technical competence and authority mean scores pre­
sented for each decision item. The results of one-way analysis of vari­
ance computations with a priori contrasts between two groups of decisions 
based on the above classification are presented in Table 5.4.3. It was 
found that campus authority and total authority scores were significantly 
higher (at less than the .01 level) for academic, faculty, and student
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affairs types of decisions than for financial affairs, funds control, 
and presidential appointment types of decisions. On the other hand, the 
technical competence scores of decisions in the academic, faculty, and 
student affairs classifications were found to be lower than those in the 
financial affairs, funds control, and presidential appointment classifi­
cations with a significance at less than the .005 level.
Tests again were made for Hypothesis 4 using one-way analysis of 
variance computations with a priori contrasts for campus authority scores 
by level of technical competence for two groups of decisions derived from 
the above classifications. One group included the decisions in type 2, 
academic affairs, and type 3, faculty affairs. The other group included 
decisions in type 1, financial affairs; type 5,funds control; and type 6 , 
presidential appointment. The results of these tests may also be found 
in Table 5.4.1, part b, in the second and third columns. For types 2 and 
3, an inverse relationship was suggested by the small t^ value of -0.631 
for the contrast between technical competence levels 1 and 2 combined and 
level 3; however, a direct relationship was suggested by the _t value of 
1.509 for the contrast between level 1 and level 2. Neither of these con­
trasts was significant. The Pearson correlation coefficient relating cam­
pus authority scores with technical competence scores— .291— suggested a 
direct relationship between these variables, as predicted, though not a 
statistically significant one.
For types 1, 5, and 6 a direct relationship was suggested by the _t 
values of 2.057 and .089 found in the contrasts by level of competence 
for campus authority scores, as predicted by Hypothesis 4. A direct re­
lationship also was suggested by the Pearson correlation coefficient of
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.232 relating campus authority scores with technical competence scores 
for these decisions. However, none of these results was statistically 
significant.
These statistical tests also were computed for types 1, 5, and 6 
decisions but without decisions 4, 7, and 20. The results are displayed 
in the last column of Table 5.4.1. As shown in part b, direct relation­
ships between campus authority scores and competence level were suggested 
by the _t values for both contrasts, 2.626 and .946, in the one-way analy­
sis of variance computations, as predicted by Hypothesis 4. These con­
trasts were not found to be statistically significant. However, the 
Pearson correlation coefficient for the relationship between campus 
authority scores and technical competence scores for these decisions was 
found to be .753, significant at less than the .05 level.
In addition, part c of Table 5.4.1 presents the results of the anal­
yses of relationships between technical competence scores and total au­
thority scores. Total authority scores combined both campus and external 
authority levels as discussed in Chapter III. Although these results are 
outside of the strict boundaries of Hypothesis 4, they appear to offer 
additional insight into the results of the analysis of campus authority 
related to technical competence discussed above.
As presented in part c, the second column, for types 2 and 3 deci­
sions, the _t values of .121 and 1.586 for the one-way analysis of vari­
ance a priori contrasts were found to suggest a direct relationshp be­
tween total authority scores and technical competence level. The Pear­
son correlation coefficient of .377 also indicated a direct relation­
ship. Neither of these results, however, was statistically significant.
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For types 1, 5, and 6 decisions, as may be seen in the third column,
the _t value of 7.643 from the one-way analysis of variance contrast be­
tween level 1 and levels 2 and 3 combined was found to be significant at 
the .001 level for a direct relationshp between total authority and level 
of technical competence. The _t value of .786, computed from the contrast 
between level 2 and level 3, suggested a direct relationship between 
total authority scores and level of technical competence, though not sta­
tistically significant. The Pearson coefficient of correlation of .503 
also suggested a direct relationship, though not statistically signifi­
cant .
For types 1, 5, and 6 decisions, excluding decisions 4, 7, and 20, 
the one-way analysis of variance of scores for total authority by level 
of technical competence resulted in an 1? ratio of 11.635, significant at 
less than the .05 level. As shown in Table 5.4.1, part c, the last col­
umn, the a priori contrast of level 1 with levels 2 and 3 yielded a _t
value of 13.217 for a direct relationship with a probability of _t of .006. 
The contrast of level 2 with level 3 yielded a jt value of 3.381 for a di­
rect relationship, though not statistically significant. The Pearson 
correlation coefficient for the direct relationship between total author­
ity scores and technical competence scores for these decisions was .913, 
significant at the .005 level.
In summary, then, the tests of Hypothesis 4 consisted of several one­
way analysis of variance computations with a priori contrasts of authority 
assignment scores by level of technical competence required to make the 
decisions. Pearson correlation coefficients also were determined for re­
lationships between these two variables. The results of these tests were
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inconclusive but they appeared to point toward support for Hypothesis 4 
when the decisions were classified by type, as discussed below.
Results of the first test, using all 21 decisions, clearly indicated 
an inverse relationship between level of technical competence and extent 
of authority assigned to campus positions subordinate to the board.
That is, the results indicated that the higher the level of technical 
competence required by a decision the less authority should be delegated. 
On this basis, Hypothesis 4 could have been rejected. However, before 
doing so the possible existence of other variables which might cause 
erroneous conclusions was explored.
Hence, the 21 decisions were classified by type. It was found that 
the panel of higher educational graduate students had said that a signi­
ficantly higher degree of technical competence was required for decisions 
involving finance, funds control, and presidential appointment as a group 
than for decisions involving academic, faculty, and student affairs as a 
group. On the other hand, the higher educational leaders assigned a sig­
nificantly greater degree of authority to campus positions for the latter 
group than for the former group. This condition clearly influenced the 
results of the test using all 21 decisions. Therefore, the test was re­
peated for each of two subgroups of decisions. One contained the academic 
and faculty affairs types of decisions. The other contained decisions 
concerning financial affairs, funds control, and presidential appointment.
The tests of Hypothesis 4 for campus authority for decisions involv­
ing academic affairs and faculty affairs as a group yielded results, 
though not significant, which suggested support of Hypothesis 4 except 
for the contrast of authority scores between technical competence levels
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1 and 2 combined and level 3. Similarly, the tests for decisions in­
volving matters related to finance, funds control, and presidential ap­
pointment as a group yielded results, though not significant, which sug­
gested support for Hypothesis 4 without exception.
Therefore, based on the results of all tests, Hypothesis 4— that a 
positive relationship exists between the level of technical competence 
required for a decision and the extent to which the responsibility for 
that decision will be assigned by higher educational leaders to campus 
positions subordinate to governing boards— cannot be accepted on the 
basis of the statistical tests involving all decisions simultaneously. 
However, the results pointed toward acceptance of this hypothesis when 
decisions were classified by type.
Hypothesis 5, External System Orientation Hypothesis 5 stated that 
higher educational leaders will be influenced in their expectations of 
the board of visitors by the external systems toward which they are 
oriented.
The results of the tests of this hypothesis are presented in two 
sets of tables. Tables 5.5.1 and 5.5.2 contain mean scores for certain 
items from Parts III and IV of the survey questionnaire (Appendix A).
The mean scores were computed with the respondents arranged first in a 
set of four groups and then in a set of three groups. Tables 5.5.3 and
5.5.4 contain the data from the analysis of the scores for each set of 
groups. Tables 5.5.1 and 5.5.2 contain two pages. Tables 5.5.3 and
5.5.4 contain three pages. In addition, Table 5.5.5 presents a summary 
of the findings. Before discussing further the contents of these tables 
the approach used to test Hypothesis 5 will be described.
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Table 5.5.5
Hypothesis 5, External System Orientation
Summary of Results of Searches for Significantly Different Pairs 
Within the Four-Group and Three-Group Sets
Four- Three-
Group Group
Number of items
Protecting institutional independence 15 15
Being willing to appropriate money 7 7
Involving faculty and students in governance 4 4
Total 26 26
Total number of possible pairs 156 78
Total number of significantly different pairs
.05 level 22 20
.10 level 4 1
.20 level 9 1
Total 35 22
Percent significantly different pairs to total pairs 22.4% 28.2%
Percent significantly different pairs at the .05 level 62.9% 90.9%
Distribution of significantly different pairs at the .05
level in the four-group set: No. %
Governance and professionals 4 18
Governance and Assembly 7 32
Governance and central executive 4 18
Professionals and Assembly 4 18
Professionals and central executive 2 9
Assembly and central executive 1 5
Total 22 100%
Distribution of significantly different pairs at the .05
level in the three-group set: No. %
Institution and Assembly 12 60
Institution and central government 6 30
Assembly and central government  2 10
Total 20 100%
Percentage of significantly different pairs in the four- 
group set which include the governance group with 
either the Assembly or the central executive group 50%
Chi-square with 1 degree of freedom 17.5
Significance less than .005
Percentage of significantly different pairs in the three-
group set which include the institution group 90%
Chi-square with 1 degree of freedom 15.8
Significance less than .005
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In order to test this hypothesis, the responses from the higher ed­
ucational leaders who were surveyed for this study were divided into 
groups with external orientations in two different ways. One way used a 
set of four groups with a clear distinction between education and non­
education orientations. These four groups were:
1. Governance group. This group consisted of members both of the 
boards of visitors and the Council of Higher Education all of whom were, 
or should have been, oriented toward the general public welfare in the 
sense of being trustees or stewards of higher education for the public 
good.
2. Professionals in higher education. This group consisted of both
the college and university presidents and the full-time employees on the
professional staff of the Council of Higher Education. The common orien­
tation of these persons toward higher education as a social institution 
is derived from both their professional training and their full-time em­
ployment in higher education.
3. Assembly of elected officials. This group consisted of members 
of the General Assembly oriented primarily toward the voting citizenry.
4. Central executive group. This group consisted of full-time of­
ficials of the executive branch of State government, other than in higher 
educational agencies, who exert significant influence on higher education. 
The other way in which the survey population was divided resulted in a
three-group set. This set delineated clearly between orientation toward
the institution— college and university— and orientation toward State 
central government. The three groups were:
1. Institutional group. This group consisted of members of boards
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of visitors and presidents. Members appointed to the Council of Higher 
Education also were included here. These positions were thought to be 
oriented mainly toward the institutions— the colleges and universities.
2. Assembly of elected officials. This is the same as group 3 in 
the four-group set defined above.
3. Central government group. This group consisted of full-time 
employees on the professional staff of the Council of Higher Education 
and full-time officials of the executive branch of State government who 
exert significant influence on higher education. The primary orienta­
tion of this group was assumed to be toward the bureaucratic system com­
posed of the central State government officials and agencies.
A numerical summary by position of the surveyed population may be 
found in Table 3.1.
Hypothesis 5 was the basis for predicting, for each of these two 
sets of groups, significant differences between the groups in their re­
sponses to clearly defined issues related to expectations of boards of 
visitors. Accordingly, a number of items from Parts III and IV of the 
survey instrument (Appendix A) were selected because it could be inferred 
that there were relationships between them and three important issues—  
protecting institutional independence, being willing to appropriate money, 
and involving faculty and students directly in the governance structure. 
The items selected for each issue are listed in Tables 5.5.1 and 5.5.2.
The item number and an abridged label are used here to facilitate locat­
ing the full wording in Appendix A. Table 5.5.1 contains the oriented 
group mean scores for the four-group set. Table 5.5.2 contains the same 
statistics for the three-group set. Thus, based on Hypothesis 5, it was
256
predicted that, for each of the items related to these issues, there
would be one or more pairs of groups of each set for which the mean re­
sponse scores were significantly different.
As discussed in Chapter III, the null hypothesis was that the mean 
scores among the groups within each set were equal. The alternative hy­
pothesis was that the mean scores among the groups within each set were
unequal. If represents the mean score for any given group within
either set for any of the items, the statistical alternative hypothesis 
for the set of four groups was
: S.^  ^ ^2 * ^1 ^ ^3’ ^1 ^ S4 »
^2^ ^3 ’ ^2 ^ ^45 S3 ^ S4 .
Similarly, the statistical alternative hypothesis for the set of three
groups was
: SL ^ ^25 ^1 ^ ^2 ^ ^3*
Hypothesis 5 was tested by searching for significantly different
mean scores for each of the items related to the three issues identified 
above. The search among the groups, first in the four-group set and then 
in the three-group set, was made in pairs using one-way analysis of vari­
ance with Scheffe's a posteriori contrasts. Results are displayed in 
Table 5.5.3 for the four-group set and Table 5.5.4 for the three-group 
set. Table 5.5.5 contains selected summary data from Tables 5.5.3 and 
5.5.4 together with percentages for interpretation.
The search for significantly different pairs using Scheffe's a pos­
teriori contrasts was conducted for the items with _F ratios significant 
at less than the .05 level. The significantly different pairs which were 
discovered are indicated in Tables 5.5.3 and 5.5.4 by entering the level
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of significance in the column headed by the pair of numbers.
As shown in Table 5.5.5, there were 156 possible pairs for the four- 
group set for 26 items. Of the 156 possible pairs, 35, or 22.4 percent, 
were found to be significantly different at the .20 level or less. In­
cluded among these 35 were 22, or 62.9 percent which were significantly 
different at the .05 level. These 22 significantly different pairs were 
distributed among 12 of the 26 items in Table 5.5.3. Therefore, Hypothe­
sis 5 can be accepted for each of these 12 items on the basis of at least 
one pair of groups oriented toward external systems with responses which 
were significantly different at the .05 level. Hypothesis 5 cannot be 
accepted for the remaining items in Table 5.5.3.
There were two additional findings which should be noted in connec­
tion with these results. The first was that the pattern of issues among 
the 12 items for which Hypothesis 5 was accepted appeared to be more 
clearly defined than the pattern which was contemplated in the strategy 
described above for testing Hypothesis 5. As may be seen in Table 5.5.3, 
four of the 12 items were primarily related to faculty and students in 
the governance structure. Seven of the remaining eight items included 
implications of direct confrontations with, or intrusions by, the State 
or other external interests— Part IV items 12, 18, 19, 24, 25, 17, and 29. 
In only two of these were faculty mentioned and then only in a passive 
and protected role. The exceptional item was Part III item 11, fund­
raising capability as a qualification for board membership.
The second finding, as indicated in Table 5.5.5, was that exactly 
half of the 22 significantly different pairs for the four-group set con­
sisted of the governance group and either the assembly of elected
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officials group— seven pairs— or the central executive group— four pairs. 
Since these were two of six potentially conflicting pairs, only one-third 
of the conflicts would normally have been expected to involve them.
Thus, the proportion of the conflicts which involved these two pairs was 
significantly greater than expected with a chi-square of 17.5 with one 
degree of freedom and a significance of less than .005.
For the three-group set, as shown in Table 5.5.5, 26 items provided 
78 possible pairs. Of these, 22, or 28.2 percent, were significantly 
different at the .20 level or less. Furthermore, 20 of the significantly 
different pairs, or 90 percent, were at the .05 level. These 20 signifi­
cantly different pairs were distributed among 13 of the 26 items in Table 
5.5.4. With only a few exceptions they were the same items for which sig­
nificantly different pairs were found in the four-group set, the results 
for which were discussed above. The 13 items included seven concerned 
with relationships between the institution and external constituencies—  
Part IV items 12, 18, 19, 25, 33, 17, and 29, four concerned with faculty 
and students in governance— Part III items 1 and 10 and Part IV items 2 
and 20, and only two items concerned with other internal matters— Part IV 
items 15 and 28. Thus, for the set of three groups with external orienta­
tions which distinguish between the institution and the State central 
government, Hypothesis 5 again can be accepted for items associated prin­
cipally with issues involving (a) relationships between the institution 
and external constituencies and (b) faculty and students in governance. 
With the exception of the other two items noted above, Hypothesis 5 can 
be rejected for the remaining items tested as shown in Table 5.5.4.
In addition, it can be seen in Table 5.5.5 for the three-group set
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that 18 of the 20 conflicting pairs, or 90 percent, included the insti­
tutional group while only two-thirds, or 67 percent, would normally have 
been expected. Thus, a significantly larger than expected percentage of 
conflicting pairs included the institutional group based on a chi-square 
of 15.8 with one degree of freedom and a significance of less than .005.
In summary, the findings from the analyses of results for both the 
four-group and three-group sets contained significant evidence in sup­
port of accepting Hypothesis 5 for items concerned principally with as­
pects of the visitor's role associated with faculty and student partici­
pation in governance and relationships between the institution and ex­
ternal constituencies. The findings also contained significant supple­
mentary evidence that conflicting views among higher educational leaders 
are most likely to occur between members of governing boards and either 
legislators or central State executives.
Additional discussion of these and the other items in Parts III and 
IV of the survey questionnaire may be found in Chapter IV.
Hypothesis 6 , Prerequisite vs. Postrequisite Expectations There should 
have been closer agreement among higher educational leaders on prerequi­
site qualifications for membership on boards of visitors than on their 
duties and responsibilities once they have become members, according to 
Hypothesis 6 . This hypothesis was the basis for predicting that the var­
iances in the responses of the entire population to the items in the sur­
vey questionnaire (Appendix A) Part IV— Rights and Duties of Boards of 
Visitors would exceed the variances in their responses to the items in 
Part III— Qualifications of Board Members. Thus, let V^ represent the 
variance of responses to the ith item in Part IV, with i taking on values
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from 1 to 33. Also, let represent the variance of responses to the 
jth item in Part III, with j taking on values from 1 to 16. As defined
in Chapter III, responses to items in both Part III and Part IV were
scored on a five-level scale from 1 to 5. Accordingly, as developed in 
Chapter III, tlie directional hypothesis was that the variances of re­
sponses to items in Part III will be less than the variances of respon­
ses to items in Part IV. Or, the ratio of the variance of any Part IV 
item to that of any Part III item will exceed unity. That is,
6  v " > 1 -
j
Table 5.6.1 contains a list of the 16 items from Part III— Qualifi­
cations of Board Members showing, for each item, an abbreviated descrip­
tion, the number of responses, the mean response score, and the variance. 
Similar data appear in Table 5.6.2 for the 33 items from Part IV— Rights 
and Duties of Boards of Visitors. A complete description of each item 
may be seen in the survey questionnaire (Appendix A).
For the null hypothesis to be true, 50 percent of the ratios, V^/V^,
would be expected to be less than or equal to unity and 50 percent greater
than or equal to unity. For the null hypothesis to be rejected, signifi­
cantly more than 50 percent of these ratios must be greater than unity.
Thus, the test of this hypothesis was made by computing the 528 
ratios, V^/V^, where i = 1, 2, 3,...,33 and j = 1, 2, 3,...,16. The re­
sults were as follows:
Yes No
V./V. > 1  509 96.4% 19 3.6%
i J ^
V./V. C l  19 3.6% 509 96.4%
i 1 ^
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Table 5.6.1
Hypothesis 6 , Prerequisite vs. Postrequisite Expectations
Survey Questionnaire Part III— Qualifications of Board Members 
Number of Responses (N), Mean, and Variance for All Respondents
Role or Attribute
1. Local faculty member
2. Outspoken
3. Skilled in public relations
4. Recent graduate
5. Financially experienced
6. Educationally experienced
7. Impatient with status quo
8 . Favors minimum government
9. Outside professional educator
10. Current local student
11. Fund-raising capability
12. Community stature
13. Informed about higher 
education
14. Under age 40
15. Educationally conservative
16. Holds strong views
N Mean Variance
251 4.084 .861
252 2.599 .656
252 2.377 .387
252 2.968 .286
252 2.175 .408
250 2.404 .443
251 2.701 .450
250 2.692 .664
251 3.562 .647
253 3.929 .804
251 2.494 .339
251 1.932 .367
253 1.834 .401
252 3.012 .147
248 2.895 .386
251 2.853 .566
aScoring scale may be found in the Chapter III section, Scoring.
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Table 5.6.2
Hypothesis 6 , Prerequisite vs. Postrequisite Expectations
Survey Questionnaire Part IV— Rights and Duties of Boards of Visitors 
Number of Responses (N) , Mean, and Variance for All Respondents
Rights and Duties N Mean3 Variance
1. Censure faculty who by-pass the board 248 2.895 1.714
2 . Put faculty on board committees 244 2.893 1.108
3. Defend "dangerous" faculty research 242 2.616 .984
4. Veto acceptance of grants threatening 
excess government control 248 2.177 1.037
5. De-emphasize doctorate 248 3.665 .904
6 . Defend outspoken faculty on campus 246 2.618 1.560
7. Impose limits on enrollments 245 2.151 .711
8 . Favor cost over educational needs 238 3.399 .967
9. Impose student discipline off campus 249 3.257 1.708
10. Formally oppose faculty bargaining 245 2.690 1.444
11. Veto anti-policy student decisions 246 2.532 1.140
12. Encourage State involvement in campus 
policy-making 247 3.474 1.275
13. Defend outspoken faculty off campus 247 3.348 1.073
14. Fund research before teaching needs 248 3.706 .905
15. Impose instructional changes unilaterally 248 3.577 .869
16. Interpret societal needs to faculty 242 3.227 1.006
17. Lobby for legislative appropriations 248 2.153 .908
18. Open meetings to public 247 3.032 1.674
19. Defend faculty from State intrusions 240 3.071 1.120
20. Appoint students to board committees 248 2.859 1.352
21. Control student newspaper content 246 3.626 1.264
22. Reject State opposition to appointments 243 2.848 .617
23. Ask funds for pioneer programs 248 2.395 .750
24. Control president in talks with State 246 2.715 1.396
25. Publish members' financial statements 246 3.915 1.221
26. Reward teaching over publications 249 1.928 .648
27. Veto anti-policy faculty decisions 248 2.278 1.011
28. Expand curricula for student diversity 245 2.371 .751
29. Lobby for higher faculty salaries 249 2.904 .918
30. Nominate candidates for board 248 2.496 .947
31. Control speaker invitations by students 248 3.573 1.331
32. Require suspending disruptive students 248 2.194 1.306
33. Interpret campus to community 247 1.943 .655
Scoring scale may be found in the section, Scoring, in Chapter III.
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The chi-square of 86.1 with one degree of freedom was significant at less 
than the .005 level.
On the basis of these results, Hypothesis 6— that higher educational 
leaders will agree more strongly about the importance of personal attri­
butes which are prerequisites to membership on boards of visitors than 
about expectations of the visitors once they have been appointed to mem­
bership— can be accepted.
Hypothesis 7, Personal Attributes and Division of Authority Hypothesis 
7 stated that significant relationships should exist between campus author­
ity assignment scores from Part V of the survey instrument (Appendix A) 
and the scores of the respondents for several specific personal attributes. 
These attributes included sex, age, race, education, previous volunteer 
board experience, and occupation from Part I. They also included politi­
cal orientation from Part II and attitude toward academic freedom from 
selected items in Part III. The measurement scales for both the depen­
dent variable, authority sharing view, and the independent personal at­
tribute variables were defined in the section on Scoring in Chapter III. 
However, the variables are summarized in Table 5.7.1 with brief descrip­
tions of the scoring scales which were used. Tables 5.7.2 and 5.7.3 con­
tain the results of tests of Hypothesis 7 using correlation analysis.
Table 5.7.4 contains the results of multiple regression analysis of the 
variables in Hypothesis 7.
This hypothesis may be expressed statistically using terms for the 
dependent and independent variables. Let Anrepresent the score for the 
authority sharing view of a respondent in a classification, n, of a given 
personal attribute, such as age. Also,1etpn represent the score for that
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attribute— in this case the age in years. Thus, as discussed in Chapter 
III, the statistical hypothesis was that there would be statistically 
significant correlations, both single and multiple, between the scores 
for authority sharing view of higher educational leaders and their ages 
as well as their scores for the other personal attributes identified 
above. That is,
H.,. A.^ , A2 ,. • •, A^ and P2 »• • •» *
when related for any of the above personal attributes, would result in 
statistically significant correlations, both single and multiple. The 
tests for Hypothesis 7 were made using correlation and multiple regres­
sion analysis techniques.
Table 5.7.2 contains Pearson correlation coefficients among the var­
iables used to test Hypothesis 7 which were obtained with listwise dele­
tion of missing values. In order to be certain of using the same cases 
for all correlation and multiple regression analysis, all tests used 
listwise deletion rather than pairwise deletion.
As shown in Table 5.7.2, the zero-order Pearson coefficients of cor­
relation between the dependent variable, authority sharing view, and 
three of the independent variables— years of formal education, political 
and social views, and academic freedom view— were found to be statisti­
cally significant at less than the .01 level. The Pearson coefficients
between authority sharing view and the other five independent variables
were found not to be statistically significant.
There was the possibility, however, that one or more of the rela­
tionships indicated by the statistically significant coefficients could 
be the spurious result of significant relationships among the independent
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variables. A number of statistically significant relationships are in­
dicated by the coefficients in Table 5.7.2. Similarly, significant re­
lationships between the dependent variable, authority sharing view, and 
one or more of the independent variables could have been shielded by re­
lationships among the independent variables.
Tests for these situations were conducted using partial correlation 
analysis. They are discussed below in the same sequence that the inde­
pendent variables are presented in Table 5.7.2. Significant results are 
presented in Table 5.7.3.
Relationship of authority sharing view to sex of respondent. As
indicated in Table 5.7.2, this Pearson correlation coefficient was not 
significant at the .05 level. The zero-order partial correlation coef­
ficient with listwise deletion of missing values and two-tailed test of 
significance also was found not to be statistically significant, as 
shown in Table 5.7.3, Selected Partial Correlation Coefficients of Au­
thority Sharing View With Personal Attribute Variables. The possibility 
of other independent variables shielding a significant relationship was 
tested by determining the third-order partial correlation coefficient 
while controlling for age, race, and years of formal education. The co­
efficient was found not to be statistically significant.
However, Hartnett (1970) found greater female endorsement of demo­
cratic governance among "correlations between selected personal charac­
teristics of trustees...and their attitudes regarding...democratic gov­
ernance. .. .Correlations for the sex variable [were] point bi-serials, 
computed by scoring male = 1, female = 2. Thus positive correlations 
indicate greater female endorsement of [democratic governance]" (p. 10).
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The same scoring for this personal attribute was used in the present 
study. Therefore, based on Hartnett's findings, it could have been pre­
dicted that a positive correlation existed between authority sharing 
view and sex in the present study, with a one-tailed test of signifi­
cance being appropriate. Accordingly, a partial correlation was com­
puted, controlling for age, race, and years of formal education, and was 
found to be .153, significant at less than the .05 level using a one­
tailed test of significance.
Relationship of authority sharing view to age of respondent. As
indicated in Table 5.7.2, the Pearson correlation coefficient was not 
statistically significant. That there may have been a shielded relation­
ship was suggested by the significant coefficients resulting from corre­
lations of age with years of formal education, political and social views, 
and academic freedom view. Correlation coefficients also were statis­
tically significant between authority sharing view and these three in­
dependent variables, as shown in Table 5.7.2. However, the partial 
correlation coefficients were not statistically significant when any or 
all of these variables were controlled for.
Relationship of authority sharing view to race of respondent. The 
Pearson correlation coefficient was found not to be statistically signi­
ficant as shown in Table 5.7.2. Also, none of the partial correlations 
were found to be statistically significant, including the first-order 
partial controlling for political and social views. This was the inde­
pendent variable with which both race and authority sharing view had 
statistically significant coefficients.
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Relationship of authority sharing view to years of formal education 
of respondent. The Pearson coefficient was found to be .223, with a 
significance of .004, as shown in Table 5.7.2. This could have been a 
spurious relationship resulting from the correlations of years of formal 
education with age, primary occupation, political and social views, and 
academic freedom view, all of which resulted in significant coefficients. 
However, partial correlations controlling for these variables individu­
ally and in all combinations still yielded statistically significant co­
efficients. This is illustrated in Table 5.7.3 with second-order and 
fourth-order correlations.
Relationship of authority sharing view to number of volunteer orga­
nization boards served by respondent. Neither Pearson correlation nor
partial correlations yielded statistically significant coefficients.
Relationship of authority sharing view to primary occupation of 
respondent. Neither Pearson correlation nor partial correlations
yielded statistically significant coefficients.
Relationship of authority sharing view to political and social views 
of respondent. As shown in Table 5.7.2, the Pearson coefficient was
.219 with a significance of .004. Tests for a spurious relationship were 
conducted using partial correlations. Control variables included those 
with which the variable, political and social views, was found to have 
statistically significant correlations, as shown in Table 5.7.2— age, 
race, years of formal education, primary occupation, and academic free­
dom view. The results of these tests are presented in Table 5.7.3. 
Partial correlations which yielded statistically significant coefficients 
were the zero-order correlation and the first-order correlations
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controlling separately for age, race, years of formal education, and pri­
mary occupation. However, controlling for academic freedom alone or with 
any combination of the the other control variables yielded coefficients 
which were not statistically significant. Thus, the partial correlation 
of authority sharing view with political and social views was found not to 
be statistically significant when controlling for academic freedom view.
Relationship of authority sharing view to academic freedom view of 
respondent. As shown in Table 5.7.2, the Pearson coefficient of cor­
relation was .309 with a significance of .000. The results of tests for 
a spurious relationship using partial correlations are presented in Table
5.7.3. The control variables selected were age, years of formal educa­
tion, primary occupation, and political and social views. These were the 
other independent variables with which academic freedom view was found to 
have zero-order correlations with statistically significant coefficients. 
The zero-order partial correlation along with first-order to fourth-order 
correlations for all combinations of control variables yielded coeffi­
cients significant at the .01 level or less. Thus, the partial correla­
tion of authority sharing view and academic freedom view was found to be 
statistically significant when controlling for other personal attributes.
Multiple correlation. The test of Hypothesis 7 using multiple 
regression analysis was performed in two different ways. First, ordinary 
or simple regression was performed. Here, the independent variable, au­
thority sharing view, was related with all of the independent variables 
brought in simultaneously. Then, multiple regression of the dependent 
variable with the independent variables was performed using stepwise in­
clusion. Here, the independent variables were entered one by one on the
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basis of preestablished statistical criteria. The controlling criterion 
was based on _F ratios which were computed for variables not yet in the 
equation. As pointed out by Nie, et al., "the JF ratio for a given vari­
able is the value that would be obtained if that variable were brought 
in on the very next step" (1975, p. 346). The minimum acceptable _F ratio 
was taken to be the default value used in the SPSS subprogram, _F = .01 
(p. 346).
Listwise deletion of missing values reduced the number of valid 
cases to 142. The means and standard deviations of the variables used in 
these tests are presented in Table 5.7.1 for the 142 valid cases. Pearson 
simple correlation coefficients between these variables may be found in 
Table 5.7.2.
The results of both the ordinary and the stepwise regression analy­
ses are presented in Table 5.7.4. It was found that R-square was .1513 
for all eight independent variables brought in sumultaneously using ordi­
nary regression. This indicated that 15 percent of the variance in the 
scores of authority sharing view was explained by these variables. The 
three variables, academic freedom view, sex, and years of formal educa­
tion, were found to produce the largest R-square changes. This result in­
dicated that, of all eight independent variables, these three contributed 
the most to explaining the variance of the dependent variable, authority 
sharing view. The standardized regression coefficients (BETA) for these 
three independent variables likewise indicated that they influenced the 
regression equation to the greatest degree. The ratios for these three 
variables were significant at less than the .05 level with eight and 133 
degrees of freedom. These values are summarized as follows:
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R-square • Sig.
Variable Change Beta F-ratio Less Than
Academic Freedom View .0956 .2748 8.808 .005
Years of Formal Education .0327 .1802 4.437 .005
Sex .0145 .1298 2.306 .025
Results of the stepwise regression analysis also are presented in Table
5.7.4. The independent variables are listed in the order in which they 
were brought in. As was to be expected, the three variables brought in 
first were those with the largest values for R-square change, beta, and 
JF ratio: academic freedom view, years of formal education, and sex. The
variable, volunteer organization boards served, failed to meet the I? level 
test (F = .01) to be brought in to the stepwise analysis.
Based on these results, Hypothesis 7— that there are significant re­
lationships between views about democratic governance, or the sharing of 
authority with campus groups, which are held by higher educational leaders 
and other personal attributes— was accepted with regard to the views about 
academic freedom, the years of formal education, and the sex of the re­
spondent. Hypothesis 7 was rejected for this population with regard to 
age, race, number of volunteer organization boards served, primary occupa­
tion, and political and social views. An interesting though supplementary 
finding from these results was that the relationship between the authority 
sharing view and political and social views which was indicated by the 
zero-order correlation turned out to be a spurious relationship which was 
generated from the significant relationships of these two variables to 
views about academic freedom.
Summary
The present study was designed to discover significant variables
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which influence how the role of boards of visitors in Virginia higher ed­
ucation is defined by higher educational leaders in the Commonwealth.
Seven hypotheses were tested in support of this purpose.
The hypotheses generally dealt with whether the views about expecta­
tions for the visitor's role held by higher educational leaders depended 
upon (a) the positions they occupied, (b) the nature of the decisions for 
which visitors are ultimately responsible, (c) the external orientations 
of the higher educational leaders, (d) differences among various aspects 
of the visitor's role, and (e) the personal attributes of the higher edu­
cational leaders.
The first three hypotheses contained proposals of relationships be­
tween the positions which higher educational leaders occupy and their 
views about (a) the degree of authority the board should retain, (b) the 
strength of obligations of visitors toward counter, or related, positions, 
and (c) the extent to which lines of authority to governing boards should 
be by-passed. Specifically, the findings of the present study included 
statistically significant evidence to support the acceptance of Hypothe­
sis 1 , which stated that visitors will be more likely than higher educa­
tional leaders in other positions to assign authority to the visitor's 
role; Hypothesis 2, which stated that higher educational leaders will ex­
press stronger obligations for visitors toward a counter, or related, po­
sition if the leaders deal directly with persons in that position than if 
they do not; and Hypothesis 3, which stated that visitors will be more 
likely to reject a potential by-pass of their authority than higher edu­
cational leaders who would participate in the by-pass.
Hypothesis 4 was concerned with the nature of decisions which affect
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campus policy. It stated that higher educational leaders will expect 
more authority to be assigned to campus groups for decisions which re­
quire higher degrees of technical competence. This hypothesis was re­
jected because of the lack of statistically significant evidence in the 
results of the present study. Nevertheless, the findings suggested the 
support of this hypothesis when the decisions were classified by type in 
order to conduct the tests for decisions about academic and faculty af­
fairs separately from the tests for decisions about financial affairs, 
including the control of spending, and presidential appointment.
The idea that higher educational leaders are subject to the influence 
of externally generated pressures as they view the visitor's role was in­
vestigated with the tests of Hypothesis 5. This hypothesis proposed that 
higher educational leaders will be influenced by their orientations toward 
external systems in their expectations of the visitor's role. On the 
basis of statistically significant evidence, Hypothesis 5 was accepted 
for aspects of the visitor's role which were associated with the partici­
pation of faculty and students in governance and with relationships be­
tween the institution and external constituencies. Hypothesis 5 was re­
jected for certain other aspects related generally to protecting insti­
tutional independence and willingness to appropriate money, such as those 
involving faculty in various situations. .The results for Hypothesis 5 
also included significant evidence that conflicts in views were more 
likely to occur between visitors and either legislators or full-time 
State officials than between any other positions by pairs.
Hypothesis 6 was concerned with variations in views of different 
aspects of the visitor's role. It stated that higher educational leaders
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will agree more strongly about the qualifications for membership on 
boards of visitors than about the duties and responsibilities of visi­
tors once they are appointed. This hypothesis was accepted.
Hypothesis 7 stated that there are relationships between certain 
personal attributes of higher educational leaders and their views about 
the extent to which authority should be shared with campus groups by vis­
itors. Based on statistically significant evidence from the results of 
the tests, this hypothesis was accepted for three attributes: views on
academic freedom, level of education, and the sex of the respondents. It 
was rejected for the age, the race, the experience on volunteer boards, 
the occupation, and the political and social views of the respondents.
In summary, the results of the present study included statistically 
significant evidence that views about the visitor's role held by higher 
educational leaders are related to aspects of the positions they occupy, 
to their orientations toward external systems, and to certain of their 
personal attributes. There was also statistically significant evidence 
that they agree more strongly about qualities desirable in candidates for 
membership on boards of visitors than about the rights and duties of vis­
itors once appointed. The results also suggested, though not signifi­
cantly so, that more delegation of authority by visitors to campus 
groups is expected for decisions requiring a higher degree of technical 
competence.
CHAPTER VI: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
The purpose of this study was to identify, analyze, and interpret 
significant relationships in the views of the visitor's role held by the 
leaders of higher education in Virginia. Besides the views of the mem­
bers of the Boards of Visitors of the senior public colleges and univer­
sities, the study included the views of the presidents, the members of 
the General Assembly of Virginia, the members and the staff professionals 
of the State Council of Higher Education for Virginia, and selected exec­
utives and professional staff members of other agencies of the Common­
wealth whose work was directly concerned with higher education. In this 
chapter, a summary and conclusions of the findings will be presented. A 
comparison of the findings with reports of previous research and other 
sources will also be presented. Finally, some implications for future 
research which emerged from the study will be suggested.
The uniquely American principle of the voluntary association of lay­
persons has been of primary importance in the governance and control of 
higher education as it has in the achievement of other important social 
purposes and the solution of community problems throughout the history 
of America. However, the application of the principle of voluntary as­
sociation has also led to an increasingly pluralistic society. Thus, 
the voluntary associations which govern the colleges and universities of 
America, usually termed boards of trustees or regents, have found them­
selves more and more incapable of making decisions which will be in the 
best interest of all constituencies simultaneously. Since the late 1950s,
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boards of trustees have been criticized increasingly for narrow inter­
ests and ineffective performance. Furthermore, public campus boards 
nationwide have been superseded or overlaid by state agencies of coordi­
nation and control. On the other hand, a strong resurgence of confi­
dence and support for lay trusteeship has been expressed recently in 
some quarters, accompanied by growing pressure for trustees to reassert 
their authority over the institution.
There is ample evidence of differing views of, and of potential for 
conflict in, the role of trustees to be found among the current perspec­
tives of observers and the research reports in the professional literature. 
The composition of the boards of trustees of colleges and universities 
is one potential source of different views. Should perceived values and 
goals of society be the principal determinant in selecting members or 
should the primary emphasis be on representing the special interests of 
constituencies? If the latter, to what extent and how should these spe­
cial interests be represented?
There are also differing views of the role of trustees in respect to 
their relationships with constituencies outside their institutions, and 
there are inherent potentials for conflict in fulfilling this aspect of 
the trustees' role. Some observers have said that the board should be 
merely a passive go-between or message carrier, linking centers of power 
inside and outside of the institution. Others have expected the board to 
act assertively as a bridge and a buffer by interpreting the needs of so­
ciety to the faculty, explaining the campus to the community, and pro­
tecting the institution from all destructive encroachments.
Finally, the exceedingly broad nature of the legal responsibilities
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of their position combined with encouragement from proponents of strong 
trustee power have generated increased pressures on trustees to reassert 
their authority over all aspects of their institutions. Observers have 
predicted that the result would be to exacerbate the already conflicting 
perspectives of the role of trustees in virtually all aspects of internal 
governance, including their duties and responsibilities and the ways in 
which they exercise and share their authority.
As portrayed by the current perspectives in the literature, the role 
of the trustee has evolved from continual shifts in the balances of 
power from trustees to internal and external constituencies which began 
with the earliest Colonial colleges. The very constituencies which cur­
rently demand responsiveness and accountability from trustees have estab­
lished their power to do so either by having trustees obligingly transfer 
power to them or by generating their own power with the acquiescence of 
trustees. Some of the original seats of power, such as private donors 
and the Church, are no longer influential constituencies for trustees of 
public institutions. Some of the most powerful constituencies currently 
are the faculties, who possessed virtually no power initially. The state 
government, which by contrast exerted strong influence initially, has 
continued to be the principal external power influencing public trustees 
through the creation and establishment of a variety of control and coordi­
nating mechanisms. Finally, many power relationships have developed en­
tirely since the Colonial era, as illustrated by the current impact of 
presidents and administrators, students, bargaining agents, the courts, 
and a fragmented group of Federal governmental agencies.
In Virginia, the governing boards of public senior colleges and
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universities are called Boards of Visitors. Like their counterparts 
nationwide, the visitors face widely differing views of their role. 
Perspectives of the role of the visitor appear in the Constitution of 
Virginia, the statutes pertaining to the Boards of Visitors, official 
legislative reports, pronouncements of the State Council of Higher Edu­
cation for Virginia, and the official pronouncements of the visitors 
themselves. The variations in these perspectives focus on two princi­
pal issues: (a) the extent to which visitors may be responsible for
the public good beyond a concern for the well-being of their respec­
tive institutions and (b) the nature of their duties, responsibilities, 
and authority in the internal affairs of their institutions.
The data collected for the present study of views of the role of the 
visitors fall into three borad categories: (a) personal data, which de­
scribed the population surveyed in terms of selected sociological attri­
butes, (b) views on both the qualifications and the rights and duties of 
members of Boards of Visitors, and (c) evaluations of the appropriate locus 
of authority for a selection of decisions concerned with campus policy. 
Description of Population
In this section a description will be presented of the personal at­
tributes of the leaders in public senior higher education in Virginia 
whose views were investigated in the present study. They included:
— Members of the Boards of Visitors of the public senior col­
leges and universities, referred to herein as visitors.
— Presidents of the public senior colleges and universities.
— Members of the General Assembly, referred to herein as 
legislators.
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— Members of the State Council of Higher Education, referred 
to herein as Council members.
— Professional personnel employed full-time by the Council of 
Higher Education, referred to herein as Council staff.
— Officials with significant responsibilities for public higher 
education who were employed in other State agencies, such as 
the Office of the Secretary of Education, the Department of 
Planning and Budget, and the Joint Legislative Audit and Re­
view Commission, referred to herein as other State officials.
Those who responded to the survey— nearly two-thirds of those 
polled— were predominantly white, male, middle-aged, well educated per­
sons. The percentages of women and blacks were higher among the visitors 
than the other constituencies, although the absolute numbers were small. 
Visitors also tended to be older than members of the other constituen­
cies. Overwhelming majorities in all positions possessed baccalaureate 
degrees but a substantially lower percentage of visitors than the other 
respondent groups held advanced degrees.
The backgrounds of experience reported by most respondents which 
may be considered relevant to the purposes of the study included mainly 
memberships on nonbusiness governing boards outside of higher education 
and primary occupations as organizational and professional leaders in 
the business world. There were only a few respondents who reported 
prior experience in administration or teaching in higher education ex­
cept for the full-time professionals. Similarly, most of the respon­
dents in all positions reported no previous experience on either higher 
educational governing boards or boards of directors of corporations whose
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shares are traded. However, most visitors and legislators reported sub­
stantial recent experience on nonbusiness governing boards outside of 
higher education, such as local school boards and community and cultural 
agencies. Similar experience was reported by somewhat less than half of 
the respondents in the other positions. The primary occupations of sub­
stantial majorities of both visitors and legislators were in business en­
terprises. Most of the visitors were executives or administrators. Most 
of the legislators were lawyers.
The political party preferences of the respondents were about evenly 
divided between Democratic and Republican. Most perceived their own po­
litical orientation as middle-of-the-road or conservative. They also in­
dicated that their political and social views tended to agree with the 
views of nationally prominent, conservative figures and to disagree with 
the views of nationally prominent, liberal figures.
Nearly all of the visitors who responded were residents of Virginia 
and an appreciable number lived in the same communities where their in­
stitutions were located. In other words, since the majority of any given 
Board of Visitors lived within commuting distance, they were available to 
attend meetings as needed, as indicated by the fact that most reported 
attending four or more meetings during the preceding year.
Conclusions Drawn From the Literature and Documents
The following conclusions were drawn from the review of the profes­
sional literature concerned with the trustee's role in higher education 
nationwide and the Virginia documents which contained perceptions of the 
visitor's role. They have been selected because of their particular 
relevance to the purpose of this study.
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1. Historically and traditionally, trusteeship in the hands of 
voluntary associations of laypersons has been held to be 
uniquely essential to many kinds of American institutions in­
cluding institutions of higher education.
2. Trustees of colleges and universities have been principal par­
ticipants, sometimes unwitting and sometimes intentional, in 
the three and one-half century evolution of their role to its 
present popularly perceived status of relative impotence in in­
fluencing and/or controlling educational policy. However, a 
trend appears to be developing which would encourage boards of 
trustees to reassert authoritative control over their institu­
tions.
3. Differences exist in perceptions of the legitimate determinants 
of qualifications for board membership.
4. Conflict exists in perceptions of the nature and purpose of the 
trustee's role as an intermediary between the institution and 
external constituencies.
5. Trustees nationally face conflicting expectations of what is per­
ceived to be the public good in respect to their institutions.
As a result, they are likely to be uncertain and confused when 
attempting to distinguish between those external pressures which 
constitute constructive adjustments and those which are improper 
interference.
6 . Trustees also face conflicting expectations from others in re­
spect to trustee relationships with administrators, faculty, and 
students.
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7. Visitors in Virginia higher education experience conflicting 
expectations similar to those noted above for their counter­
parts across the nation. A particular area of conflict for 
visitors is concerned with the extent of their responsiblity 
for exerting influence in behalf of the public interest beyond 
the confines of their own institutions.
8 . There are also conflicting expectations for the role of the 
visitors in the business of their colleges and universities.
Is their role primarily limited to policy formulation or should 
it include operational details? If operational authority is to 
be delegated, what individuals and/or groups should be assigned 
the responsibility?
Conclusions Drawn From the Data
The following conclusions about the visitor's role in higher educa­
tion in Virginia have been drawn from the findings of this study. They 
are based on the presentation and analysis, in Chapters IV and V, of the 
views expressed by the leaders in public senior higher education in Vir­
ginia, as defined above, concerning three principal aspects of Boards of 
Visitors: the prerequisite qualifications for membership, their rights
and duties, and the major authority to be exercised and/or shared by them.
1. Visitors were generally representative of higher educational 
board members nationwide with regard to their sociological at­
tributes .
2. Views of the way authority should be handled in the visitor's 
role were related to certain of the personal attributes of the 
respondents holding those views. Respondents who expressed the
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more strongly favorable attitude toward academic freedom and/or 
who had completed a higher level of education were more strongly 
in favor of having Boards of Visitors share authority with cam­
pus groups. Female respondents were also more likely than male 
respondents to favor sharing authority.
3. Most respondents expressed clearly defined views on whether 
faculty and students should be directly represented on Boards 
of Visitors. They also had definite, though varied, ideas of 
the kinds of experience which prospective Board members should 
have. However, respondents were much more uncertain on the at­
titudes and personality traits which are desirable for candi­
dates for Board membership.
4. Most respondents were opposed to faculty and students as Board 
members and were not inclined to allow the interests of faculty 
and students to be represented by substitutes, such as outside 
academics or recent graduates.
5.' Most respondents favored experience in both financial manage­
ment and educational decision-making as qualifications for 
Board membership. Presidents, legislators, and members of 
State agencies emphasized the importance of such experience 
more than the visitors themselves.
6 . Visitors, presidents, and the members and the staff of the State 
Council of Higher Education were more likely to emphasize fund­
raising capability as a qualification for Board membership than 
legislators and other State officials.
7. There were wide differences in the extent to which respondents
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agreed on different aspects of the visitor's role. For exam­
ple, there was a stronger agreement on the prerequisite quali­
fications for membership on Boards of Visitors than on the 
rights and duties of visitors once they are appointed.
8 . The respondents hesitated to deal with the faculty role in 
their views of the rights and duties of Boards of Visitors 
more than with other aspects of institutional policy, such as 
the student role in the life of the institution and institu­
tional relationships with State government.
9. Most respondents gave priority to (a) maintaining and enhanc­
ing academic quality over cost considerations, and (b) teach­
ing over research and publications.
10. The degree to which Boards of Visitors were said by the re­
spondents to be obligated toward persons in another institu­
tional position was found to depend upon whether the respon­
dents dealt directly with persons in that position. With the 
exception of direct participation in overall institutional 
governance, Boards of Visitors were said to be more strongly 
obligated toward faculty and students by the presidents than 
by the other respondents. Issues which reflected this find­
ing included those concerned with academic freedom and the 
rights of faculty and students to influence decisions on 
academic matters and student affairs.
11. Most respondents indicated that visitors should exercise au­
thority for all aspects of institutional policy including the 
sole authority for appointment of the president. An
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overwhelming majority believed that visitors, either directly 
or through authority delegated to administrators, should re­
tain control over all types of decisions concerned with cam­
pus policy.
12. Visitors were more likely than the other respondents to as­
cribe authority to the visitor's role for decisions concerned 
with campus policy.
13. In defining lines of authority, visitors also were more likely 
to oppose having their own position of authority by-passed 
than other respondents who could participate in the by-pass.
For example, most visitors favored requiring prior approval by 
the Board for the president to discuss major new plans with 
State authorities, while most presidents were opposed to such 
requirements.
14. Views of the visitor's role held by the respondents were in­
fluenced by their varying orientations toward external systems. 
By way of explanation, it. may be recalled that the positions 
occupied by the respondents, together with the relationships 
among their positions, were defined in the theoretical frame­
work in Chapter I as comprising the system of leadership in 
public senior higher education in Virginia. However, the re­
spondents were also oriented toward different external systems. 
For example, those in positions of voluntary lay governance, 
consisting of the visitors and the members of the State Council 
of Higher Education, were oriented toward the general public 
with respect to perceived expectations arising out of the needs
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and wants expressed for public higher education. On the other 
hand, the legislators were oriented toward the electorate. It 
was found that respondents with different orientations toward 
external systems indicated different views of the visitor's 
role. These differences were revealed for proposed Board 
actions concerned with such issues as participation by faculty 
and students in institutional governance and institutional con­
frontations with, or intrusions by, the State and other outside 
constituencies.
15. Most respondents did not believe that faculty and students 
should have major authority for campus decisions, except 
that appreciable numbers indicated that faculty and/or stu­
dents could share in matters of policy concerned principally 
with academic, faculty, and student affairs. Majorities so 
indicated for only two specific types of decisions. However, 
except for presidents and the members and the staff of the 
State Council of Higher Education more respondents favored 
than opposed putting faculty and students on committees of the 
Board.
16. Visitors, presidents, and the members and the staff of the 
Council of Higher Education were more likely than legislators 
and other State officials to recognize the role of faculty and 
students in decisions which would affect campus policy.
17. Despite statutory provisions to the contrary, appreciable num­
bers of respondents indicated that neither visitors nor other 
campus groups should exercise major authority for decisions
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concerned with financial affairs and funds control, changes in 
degree programs, and presidential appointment. Authority was 
thereby restricted to external groups, such as the State Coun­
cil of Higher Education, the Department of Planning and Budget, 
or the General Assembly.
18. Notwithstanding the preceding conclusion, most respondents did 
not designate external groups, such as the State Council of 
Higher Education, the General Assembly, or other State agency, 
to exercise authority for most types of decisions concerning 
campus policy. Furthermore, those who did designate an external 
group usually also retained authority for the visitors and se­
lected the Council of Higher Education to be the external group.
19. Most respondents indicated that Boards of Visitors should assert 
their influence in relationships with the State government by 
such actions as lobbying for legislative appropriations and 
nominating candidates for Board membership. Respondents in 
higher educational positions— visitors, presidents, and the 
members and the staff of the State Council of Higher Education—  
were more likely to support these actions than legislators and 
other State officials.
20. Respondents in institutional positions— the visitors and the 
presidents— were more likely than those in positions at the 
State level— the legislators, the members and the staff of the 
Council of Higher Education, and the other State officials— to 
advocate having visitors defend the institution against intru­
sions from outside constituencies. Respondents in institutional
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positions mostly opposed open meetings of the Boards of Visi­
tors, while those in positions at the State level mostly sup­
ported open meetings. Most respondents opposed publishing 
members' financial statements but supported having visitors 
interpret the campus to the community. Respondents in insti­
tutional positions were more likely to express these views 
than those in positions at the State level.
Comparison With Reports of Previous Research and Views From Other Sources 
Based on the findings of this study, it was concluded generally 
that there were differences among the visitors and the other leaders in 
public higher education in Virginia, including the presidents, legis­
lators, the members and staff of the State Council of Higher Education, 
and other State officials who dealt with higher education, in the per­
ceptions they held of the role of the visitor. It was further concluded 
that the variations in their perceptions were related to the positions 
which they occupied, to the influences of their different orientations 
toward external systems, to the particular aspect of the role which they 
were considering, and to certain of their personal attributes. The find­
ings in this study which supported these conclusions were consistent with 
results of similar previous research which formed the theoretical frame­
work presented in Chapter I.
However, there were specific differences between certain findings 
in this study and previously documented views of the role of governing 
board members in higher education. Other unexpected findings were also 
discovered, which were related principally to the nature of the popula­
tion whose views were investigated.
Most of the views- of the visitor's role contained in the offi­
cial documents of the Commonwealth of Virginia stress the re­
sponsibility of visitors for the welfare of their respective 
institutions and exclude any concern on their part for the 
public interest on a wider scale. Therefore, it is interesting 
that in the recent formation of the Council of Visitors, which 
is the voluntary state-wide association for members of the gov­
erning boards of all public institutions of higher education in 
Virginia, the visitors themselves made the first, formal, joint 
statement that they share a responsibility for promoting the 
public interest in respect to higher educational needs beyond 
the confines of their particular institutions.
In view of the legislation which established the responsibility 
and authority of the Boards of Visitors to hold and control the 
property and generally manage and direct the affairs of their 
institutions, it may be noted that appreciable numbers of the 
respondents excluded both visitors and other campus groups—  
administrators, faculty, and students— from exercising major 
authority for campus decisions related to financial management, 
funds control, academic programs, and presidential appointment. 
These respondents said that authority in these areas should be 
assigned only to external groups such as the State Council of 
Higher Education, the General Assembly, and other State agen­
cies. This situation suggested either a possible lack of knowl­
edge and understanding among some leaders in Virginia higher 
education of the duties, responsibilities, and authority of
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Boards of Visitors as provided by law or a possible desire to 
repeal the relevant statutes thus limiting or eliminating the 
traditional authority of Boards of Visitors.
3. It is well-known in public higher education in Virginia that ex­
ternal agencies, such as the State Council of Higher Education, 
make a general practice of by-passing the Boards of Visitors to 
contact campus administrators directly. The findings of this 
study seem to indicate that most respondents believed that 
visitors not only should exercise major authority in all areas 
of campus policy but also should retain strong control over all 
decisions by delegating such authority as they do not retain to 
campus administrators. In addition, most respondents indicated 
that external groups, such as the Council of Higher Education, 
the General Assembly, or other State agencies, should not exer­
cise direct authority for decisions concerned with campus policy. 
The area of confusion and conflict identified here may help to 
identify one of the major inhibitors to efficient and effective 
administration of public higher education in Virginia.
4. While the opposition to the appointment to Board membership of 
faculty and students expressed by most respondents was consis­
tent with reports of previous research, the legislators who 
must approve all appointments to Boards of Visitors were less 
likely to be opposed to membership for faculty and students than 
the other respondents.
5. A finding of the present study to which no reference was found 
in the literature was that the visitors and other higher
educational leaders in Virginia were more reluctant to deal 
with the faculty role than with other aspects of institutional 
policy in relation to the role of the visitor. This may be in 
part an indirect reflection of the ambiguity with which the re­
lationship between the faculty and the governing board is 
viewed nationwide, as expressed, for example, in the recurring 
question of whether or not the faculty member is an employee of 
the Board.
Respondents were strongly opposed to Board membership for both 
faculty and students. Nevertheless, more respondents favored 
than opposed putting faculty and students on committees of the 
Board, except for the presidents and the members and staff of 
the Council of Higher Education. On the other hand, while an 
appreciable number of respondents said that faculty should ex­
ercise authority for decisions affecting campus policy where 
academic, faculty, and student affairs were concerned, this was 
not true of the majority except in the case of two specific 
types of decisions. This suggested that some visitors, legis­
lators, and concerned State officials outside of higher educa­
tion would evidently favor faculty and, perhaps, students as 
voting members of educational committees, but that most who 
favored committee membership for faculty and students would 
accord them only a "voice" in committee deliberations.
The theoretical framework of this study included the possibil­
ity of a direct relationship between the readiness to delegate 
greater responsibility and authority for decisions and the
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level of technical competence required for a valid decision.
The search for such a relationship in respect to the readi­
ness of the leaders of higher education in Virginia to have 
visitors share their authority with campus groups— administra­
tors, faculty, and students— failed to support this contention.
8 . A supplementary finding of the inconclusive search referred 
to just above was that advanced graduate students of higher 
education agreed that decisions concerned with financial 
affairs, funds control, and presidential appointment were more 
technically demanding than decisions concerned with academic 
matters and faculty affairs. This is interesting in the light 
of the related finding, supporting a widely held view among 
observers of higher education, that the visitors and other 
leaders in Virginia higher education allowed a significantly 
higher degree of authority for administrators, faculty, and 
students for the latter types of decisions than for the former. 
These findings seem likely to reflect notably different de­
grees of familiarity of the two groups with different aspects 
of institutional affairs.
9. The findings of the present study differed in one notable re­
spect from those of Hartnett (1970) for trustees in higher edu­
cation nationwide, which also contributed to the theoretical 
framework as presented in Chapter I. The results of this study 
found, as did Hartnett (p. 9), Pearson product-moment correla­
tions between the political orientation of the respondents and 
their attitude toward two important educational issues:
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so-called democratic governance on campus, that is, having the 
governing board share authority, and academic freedom. The pre­
sent study also found a significant correlation between the atti­
tudes of the respondents toward academic freedom and their atti­
tudes toward democratic governance. However, based on the re­
sults of partial-correlation and multiple regression analysis in 
this study, political orientation could not be supported as a sig­
nificant variable related to attitude toward democratic governance 
among the higher educational leaders in Virginia. Nevertheless, 
attitude toward academic freedom remained as a significant vari­
able related to attitude toward democratic governance.
Implications for Further Research
This investigation, analysis, and interpretation of differences in 
the views of the visitor's role held by the leaders of higher education 
in Virginia was exploratory in nature. It was to be expected that note­
worthy ideas for further research would emerge from such a study. A se­
lection of ideas which appear to be worthy of further investigation is 
presented below in the form of questions.
1. What are the significant barriers to the effective performance 
of the Boards of Visitors as perceived by the visitors them­
selves and by other leaders in higher education in Virginia?
2. Similarly, what steps do leaders in higher education favor to
improve the effectiveness of the Boards of Visitors? A prerequi­
site study would be necessary to establish what Boards are now
doing to carry out their role.
3. In view of the conflicting views found on the issue of opening
Board meetings to the public, two questions are suggested:
What has been the effect of open Board meetings on the perform­
ance of Boards? To what extent have the views of visitors and 
other leaders in higher education toward open Board meetings 
changed since open meetings have been mandated?
To what extent does a sound knowledge and understanding exist 
among the leaders of higher education in Virginia of the duties, 
responsibilities, and authority of the Boards of Visitors as 
provided by law?
In view of the recent rapid changes in the economic and demo­
graphic forces affecting higher education, to what extent have 
the realities of having to learn to manage with less affected 
the views of the visitor's role?
APPENDIX A 
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
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BOARD O F  VISITORS STU D Y  
V IR G IN IA  STATE-SUPPORTED C O LLEG ES AND U N IV ERSITIES
Please answ er this questionnaire from  the p o in t  o f  view  o f  y o u r  po sitio n  as a m em ber o f  o n e  o f  the fo llow ing groups: (a) th e  presidents o f  Virginia 
sta te-supported  senior colleges and  universities, (b) th e  boards o f  visitors o f  Virginia sta te-supported  senior colleges and universities, (c) th e  State  
Council o f  Higher Education  fo r Virginia, (d ) the  Virginia General A ssem bly, (e) officials a n d  professional s ta f f  m em bers o f  th e  governm ent o f  the 
C om m onw ealth  em p lo yed  on a fu ll-tim e basis.
PART I -  PERSONAL DATA
1. Sex:    ... - --------- 2. Year o f b ir th : _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  3. Race: _ _ _ _ _ _ _
4 . N um ber o f  years o f  formal e d u c a tio n :________ H ighest degree e a rn e d :.
5. On how  many college or university boards have you  previously served?___________How m any years, in to ta l? ________
6. For how  many years have you held full-tim e faculty  o r staff positions in a  college o r university? T itle  o f  highest position
h » i n - _____
7. How m any boards o f  corpora tions whose shares are traded on a stock  exchange have you  served on in the past five years? — .
8. During th e  past five years, on how  m any boards o f  com m unity agencies, churches, local schools, cu ltural agencies, scouts, etc., have y o u  served?
9. For how  many years have you been in y o u r p resent position, as identified ab o v e ? . ,
ITEM  10 IS  FOR M EM BERS O F  BO AR D S O F  V ISITO RS, M EM BERS O F  TH E COUNCIL O F  H IG H ER EDUCA TiO N , A N D  M EM BERS O F TH E  
G E N E R A L  ASSEM BL Y  ONLY.
10. W hat is your prim ary (or form er, if retired) profession or occupation?
In w hat type o f  com pany or institu tion? .
If a co rpora tion , are the shares traded on  a stock exchange? Y e s_______ N o .
ITEM S 11, 12, 13, A N D  14 A R E  FOR M EM BERS O F  BO ARD S O F  V ISITO R S  ONLY .
11. Y our hom e and th e  institu tion  you serve are located in (check one):
(a) T he same co m m u n ity  ; (b) D ifferent com m unities in V irg in ia ; (c) D ifferent states in th e  same general region (d) D ifferent re­
g io n s—
12. The num ber of m eetings o f y our board from  January through Decem ber, 1977: — ^ _ .
13. The num ber o f these m eetings you were able to  a t te n d : -----------------
14. A bout how  many hours did you spend quarterly, during the calendar year 1977, on various board activities, including travel time? (N ew  mem­
bers, please give hours you expect to spend quarterly.)
(a) Full board m eetings  (f) Soliciting co n tr ib u tio n s-----------
(b) C om m ittee m eetings________ (g) Recruiting s tu d e n ts . ,
(c) College m eetings o th er than board (h) Personal conferences w ith personnel o f  th e  in s titu tio n ------------
(d) Lobbying fo r  the in s titu tio n   (i) O ther: N a tu re — — ------------------------------------------------------------------
(e) Delivering speeches on behalf o f  th e  institu tion  —  Hours:
PART 1A -  INSTITUTIONAL SIZE CLASSIFICATION
FOR M EM BERS O F  B O A R D S O F  V ISITO R S A N D  P RE SID E N TS  ONLY 
Please check one o f  th e  following groups to  identify th e  student headcount range for your institu tion , based on Fall, 1977, headcount d a ta :
.(a ) U nder 4000 students
Virginia Military Institute 
Mary W ashington College 
Longwood College 
C hristopher N ew port College 
.(c ) 7000  to  10,000 students
N orfolk S tate College 
Jam es Madison University 
George Mason University
-(b) 40 0 0  to  7000 studen ts
Virginia S tate College 
R adford College
The College o f William and Mary
.(d )  Over 10 ,000  studen ts
Old D om inion University 
Virginia Com m onw ealth University 
Virginia Polytechnic Institu te and S ta te  University 
University of Virginia
THE REST O F THIS SURVEY IS FOR ALL RESPONDENTS
PART II -  POLITICAL O RIENTATIO N
1. W hat is your political party  preference?
R e pub lican   D em ocrat _ _ _ _ _  Independen t , , — O th e r— —
2. W hich of the  follow ing best describes your political ideology o r  leaning?
S trongly liberal ■ Conservative , ■ ■
M iddle-of-the-road ■ ..
L ib e ra l  Strongly conservative — _
3. F or each o f  the  persons listed below , com pletely  fill in one circle [ • ]  to  indicate y o u r  im pression o f  the e x ten t to  w hich the  political or social
view s o f  each agree w ith yours.
M ore
More dissim -
Very sim ilar ilar V ery No
sim ilar th an  th a n  unlike O pin-
to  m ine dissim ilar sim ilar m ine ion
A nita  Bryant..........................................................................O ...........................O ............................O ............................O ........................... O
William Buckley, )r ........................................................... O ................ ... . . . O ......................... O .......................   . 0 ..............................0
Jim m y C a r t e r ......................................................................O ...........................O ............................O ............................O ............................O
Jane F o n d a ......................................................................... O ........................... O ............................O ............................O ............................O
G erald F o r d ......................................................................... O ........................... O ............................O ............................O ............................O
Barry G o ld w a te r ...............................................................O ...........................O ............................O ......................... . O ............................. O
P atric ia R oberts H arris..................................................... O ...........................O ............................O ............................O ............................O
Edw ard K e n n e d y ............................................................... O ...........................O ............................O ............................O ............................O
Jam es Jackson K ilp a tr ic k ...............................................O ...........................O .............................. O  . . .   O ........................... O
W alter M o n d a le .................................................................. O ...........................O ............................O ............................O ............................O
R onald R e a g a n .................................................................. O ...........................O ............................O ............................O ............................O
A ndrew  Y o u n g .................................................................. O ...........................0 ............................0 ............................0 ............................0
PA RT HI -  QUALIFICATIONS O F BOARD MEMBERS
Su p p o se  fo r  the  m o m en t th a t nom ina tions are being received to  fill vacancies on  the  boa rd  o f  visitors o f  a sta te-supported  college or university o f  par­
ticular in terest to  y o u  and y o u  have been  ashed to  recom m end  candidates. Please co m p le te ly  fill in one o f  the  circles [0j to  th e  right o f  each rote or 
a ttr ib u te  below  to  indicate the e x te n t to  which y o u  th in k  tha t i t should or should n o t b e  a qualification fo r  y o u r  nom inee(s).
♦AM — Absolutely M ust PSN — Preferably Should N ot
MMN — May o r  May N ot
PS — Preferably Should AMN — Absolutely Must N ot
M P A
* A P M s M
ROLE OR ATTRIBUTE M S N N N
1. A faculty m em ber o f  the  in stitu tion  to  be se rv ed .......................................................................... .................O . . . . . 0  . . . . •O . . . . •O . . . . o
2. O u tsp o k e n ............................................................................................................................................ ... .................O . . . o  . . o
3. Skilled in public r e la t io n s ...................................................................................................................... .................o  . . . . .O . . . . . o  . . . . •O . . . .o
4. A recent graduate o f the  institu tion  to  be se rv e d .......................................................................... .................o  . . . . . 0  . . . . . o  . . . . •O . . . . o
S. Experienced in financial m a t t e r s ........................................................................................................ .................o  . . . . . 0  . . . . •O . . . . •O . . . .0
6. Experienced in educational decision-m aking.................................................................................... .................0  . . . . .0  . . . . •O . . . . . 0  . . . .o
7. Generally im patient with the sta tu s quo and likes to  move ahead with new ideas.............. .................0  . . . . . 0  . . . . .0 ... .•O . . . .o
8. Philosophy of "as little  governm ent as p o s s ib le " .......................................................................... .................0  . . . . .0  . . . . .o ... .■O . . . .o
9. A professional educato r from  an o th er in s titu tio n .......................................................................... .................o  . . . . .O  . . . . .o ... . •O . . . .0
10. A curren t studen t o f the  institu tion  to  be s e rv e d .......................................................................... .................o  . . . . . 0  . . . . .0 ... . . 0  . . . . o
11. Fund raising cap ab ility ............................................................................................................................ .................o  . . . . .O . . . . •O . . . .. 0  . . . . o
12. S tatu re in the c o m m u n ity...................................... . . V . . .O . .. . .0  . . . .. o  . . . .. o  . . . . o
13. Well inform ed on issues o f  higher ed u ca tio n........................... ..... o  . . . . .O . . . . •O . . . . -O . . . .o
14. Under 40 years o f a g e ............................................................................................................................ .................0  . . . . .O . . . . . o  . . . . . o  . . . . 0
15. Educationally "conservative” ............................................................................................................... .................o . . . . .O . . . . . o  . . . . . o  . . . . o
16. Holds strong views abou t m ost m atters.............................................................................................. o
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PART IV -  RIGHTS AND DUTIES OF BOARDS OF VISITORS
To express ho w  y o u  feel a b o u t the board o f  visitors o f  a Virginia sta te-supported four-year college or university doing the following, com ple te ly  fill 
in one o f  the  circles / • /  to  the  le ft o f  each item  below  to  com plete  a sentence beginning, "T he Board o f  V is ito rs. .  .
♦AM -  Absolutely M ust PSN -  Preferably Should N ot
MMN — May or May N ot
PS -  Preferably Should AMN -  Absolutely Must N ot
M P A  
* A  P M S M
M S N N N
o  O .............O .............. O ............. O .................1. Censure faculty  m em bers w ho tak e  adm inistrative com plaints directly to  th e  Office o f the
Governor.
 O .............O ..............O ............. O .................2. A ppoin t faculty  m em bers to  certain  standing com m ittees o f the  board.
 O .............O .............. O ............. O .................3. Defend faculty  rights to  engage in research, such as “ genetic engineering,” alleged by some
experts to  be potentially  dangerous to  society.
 O .............0 ..............0 .............. 0  4. V eto  grants and con trac ts which m ight th rea ten  the  institu tion  with unreasonable
governm ent dem ands.
 O ............ O .............. O ............. O .................5. Deemphasize the  Ph.D. (or o th er docto ra te) in faculty  recruiting.
 O .............O ..............O ............. O .................6. Defend the  right o f  faculty  m em bers to  express their opinions on cam pus ab o u t anv issue they
 wish w hether in the  classroom , s tu d e n t new spaper, e tc ., w ithou t fear o f  reprisal.
 O ............ O ..............O ..............O ................. 7. Have a policy supporting  upper lim its on enrollm ent levels to  achieve academ ic goals.
 O ............ O .............. O ..............O ................. 8. Give cost fac to rs greater consideration  than educational needs when developing budgets.
 O ............ O .............. O ............. O ................. 9. Make studen ts involved in civil disobedience o ff the cam pus subject to  discipline by the college
as well as by th e  local authorities.
 O ............ O .............. O ................O . . . . 10. A dopt a form al strategy fo r opposing faculty  collective bargaining.
 O ............ O .............. O ................O  ... . 11. Where s tuden ts have m ajor au th o rity , veto their decisions believed to  be in conflic t with insti­
tutional policy.
 O .............0 ..............0 .............. 0  . . . .  12. Encourage continuously  the  involvem ent o f S tate  authorities in educational policy-making
within the institu tion .
........... O ............... 0 ..............0 .............. 0  . . . . 13. Defend faculty  m em bers, n o t on college business, from  attack  when they com m ent off-campus
ab o u t controversial social issues.
............O ................ O . . . .  . 0  0 ... . 14. Sustain financial support fo r prom ising faculty  research effo rts even if im portan t teaching needs
m ay be unm et.
 O .............O ............. O .................O  ... . 15. Impose, w ithou t faculty  concurrence, in s tr u c t io n a l  changes, such as class size, which promise
large cost savings.
........... O .............. O .............. O ................O . . . . 16. In terp re t th e  needs o f  society to  the  faculty .
 O ............ O .............. O ................O  ... . 17. Lobby vigorously in behalf o f  th e  in stitu tio n ’s biennial request fo r legislative budget appro­
priations.
 O .............O ............. O .............. O -18. O pen m eetings o f the board to  th e  public.
 O .............O ............. O .............. O -19. Defend faculty  from  investigations and o ther intrusions by S ta te  authorities.
............O ............... O ............. O .................0  . . . . 20. A ppoint s tu d en t m em bers to  certain  standing com m ittees o f  the  board.
............O ............... O ............. O .................0  . . . . 21. Charge the adm inistration with con tro l over the con ten ts o f  the s tuden t newspaper.
............O ............... O ............. O .................O . . . .  22. Approve a faculty  appo in tm ent S ta te  governm ent officials w ant rejected if the present faculty
strongly supports the candidate.
 O .............O ............. 0 .................0  . . . .  23. Request sta te  funding for sound educational program s which are in advance o f  public accept­
ance.
 O .............O ............. O .................O . . . .  2 4 . Require prior board approval for the  president to  discuss m ajor new plans w ith S tate authorities.
 O .............O .............. O ................O  ... . 25. Have individual m em bers publish sta tem ents o f  their financial assets.
 O .............0 .............. 0 ................0  . . . .  26. Make teaching effectiveness, n o t publications, the prim ary criterion in faculty  p rom otions and
tenure awards.
 O .............O .............. O ................0  . . . .  27. V eto faculty academic decisions believed to be in conflict with institutional policy.
........... O ............... 0 .............. 0 ................0 ... . 28. Firmly support curricula to  accom odate a w ider diversity o f  studen t ability levels and education­
al-vocational aspirations.
 O .............O .............. O ................O . . . .  29. Lobby actively in support o f  faculty  dem ands fo r higher salaries.
 O ............ O .............. O ................0  . . . . 30 . Recommend candidates to  the G overnor fo r board m em bership.
........... O ...............O .............. O ................O . . . .  31. Require official screening o f  all student-invited cam pus speakers.
............O ...............O ...............0 ................0  . . . . 32. Insist upon the suspension of s tuden ts who actively d isrupt the  functioning o f the institu tion  by
dem onstrating, sitting-in, o r o therw ise refusing to  obey the rules.
O  O ............ O .............. O ................0  . . . . 33. In terpret the cam pus to the com m unity .
(I’LLASE TURN TO PAGE 4 FOR PART V -  M AjOR AUTHORITY)
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PART V -  MAJOR AUTHORITY
Below is a selection o f  m atters a ffecting  cam pus p o licy  which, fro m  tim e to  tim e, require decisions. Please indicate w ho shou ld  exercise m ajor au­
thority  in m aking each decision. Where on ly  one  group should have m ajor au th o rity  (even though  several groups m ay be  involved), m ark on ly  one 
choice. For m atters which y o u  fee i shou ld  b e  decided  b y  tw o  or m ore groups having m ajor au tho rity , m ark all that w ou ld  be  included.
PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH STATEM ENT AS YOU THINK IT SHOULD APPLY TO  STATE-SUPPORTED FOUR-YEAR COLLEGES AND 
UNIVERSITIES IN V IRG IN IA . MAKE O N E O R M O R E  CHOICES FROM AMONG TH E FOLLOW ING GROUPS:
STUDENTS
FACULTY
INSTITUTION ADM INISTRATION 
BOARD OF VISITORS
COUNCIL O F H IG H ER EDUCATION 
O TH ER CEN TRA L AGENCY 
G EN ER A L ASSEMBLY 
O TH ER
S
a
<
at
g
Q
UJ
Ot
UJ
X
o
Exam ple: You may feel th a t a  decision should  be m ade by the 
board alone o r  w ith th e  board as th e  only group having m o/or 
authority (as in a ) ; w ith the  board , th e  facu lty , and th e  S ta te  
Council o f  H igher E ducation each having m ajor a u th o rity  (as 
in b); w ith  the  in stitu tion  adm inistration  and an o th er central 
S tate  agency having m ajor au th o rity  (as in c); etc.
1. Adding o r  deleting specific c o u rse s ...............................................
2. Adding o r  deleting a degree p ro g ram ............................................
3. A llocating sta te  appropriations am ong educational programs
4. Buying o r  selling a specific endow m ent portfo lio  se c u rity . .
5. A ppoin tm ent o f  the  president o f  the  in s t i tu t io n ....................
6. D eterm ination o f  th e  tu itio n  (or f e e s ) ........................................
7. Establishing the annual operating budget fo r the in stitu tion .
8. The fu tu re  o f  a professor accused o f  im m oral co n d u c t with 
s t u d e n t s ................................................................................................
9. T enure decisions fo r specific faculty  m e m b e r s ........................
10. Form ulating requests fo r biennial general fund appropriations
11. Disciplinary action  against a s tu d en t fo r cheating o n  an 
e x am in a tio n .............................................................................................
12. Establishing institu tional policy regarding organized studen t 
p ro tests................................................................................................
13. A cceptance o f  a m ajor research c o n tra c t..................................
14. Approving or disapproving expenditures which exceed budget 
a llo tm e n ts .............................................................................................
1 S. Policies regarding faculty  leaves and sabbaticals........................
16. Decisions regarding general adm issions standards and  criteria
17. N ature and scope o f the ath letic p ro g ra m ..................................
18. Affirm ative action  admissions plans fo r specifically 
targeted studen t g r o u p s ...................................................................
19. D eterm ination o f  teaching loads o f specific faculty  m em bers
20. Responsibility fo r the  legality o f  spending sta te  m oney  . . .
21. D eterm ination o f the econom y and efficiency o f  expenditures 
from  sta te  funds.......................................................................................
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JAMES G. RENNIE, JR .
1901 PARMA ROAD 
RICHM OND. V IR G IN IA  2 3 229
APPENDIX B«1
June 30, 1978
X
X
X
X
X ■
How should Virginia's state-supported senior college and university boards of visitors go about 
meeting their charter responsibilities? Evidently, there is substantial disagreement on this 
question, judging both from issues receiving recent press coverage, such as the Shaner report and 
affirmative action, and from informal observations of those who, like yourself, shape Virginia 
higher education. Unfortunately, poor decisions often result when disagreement about rights and 
duties goes unrecognized. Thus, it should be very useful if we can improve our understanding of 
the views held by influential decision-makers about what members of boards of visitors are 
expected to do. This is the aim of the study which I am undertaking to fulfill the requirements for 
a doctoral degree at the College of William and Mary.
Many people already have expressed both a keen interest in the study and a willingness to 
participate individually. They include Senator Edward E. Willey, Senator Hunter B. Andrews, 
Delegate Richard M. Bagley, Delegate Willard L. Lemmon, Dr. Gordon K. Davies on behalf of the 
Council of Higher Education, Dr. J. Wade Gilley, Secretary of Education, members of the 
Executive Committee of the Council of Visitors, and certain rectors and presidents. This, of 
course, in no way implies an endorsement by any of these persons of either the study or its results.
Because of the evident interest, I plan to offer a summary of the results to everyone who will be 
participating. Members of the General Assembly, presidents and members of boards of visitors of 
Virginia's senior state-supported colleges and universities, members of the Council of Higher 
Education, and full-time officials of the Commonwealth whose decisions significantly affect 
higher education will be included.
It is essential that your personal views be represented in the overall results of the study. They 
reflect the interests of Virginia citizens, especially those of your district, in our state-supported 
colleges and universities because of your influential membership on the/.
Accordingly, within the next ten days I shall send you an anonymous questionnaire for this purpose. 
IV is all multiple choice except for a few short-answer items. Based on an advance test by a panel, 
I am confident that the median time to complete the questionnaire should be less than thirty 
minutes. It will be most helpful if you will complete and return it as soon after receiving it as you 
can.
Thank you very much for your gracious consideration of this matter.
Sincerely yours,
Jam es G. R ennie, Jr.
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Here is the survey questionnaire for my Bo&rd of Visitors study about which I wrote to you on June 
30, 1978. The questionnaire asks for your views about boards of visitors—qualifications for 
membership, rights and duties, and division of authority. It also asks for certain personal data 
which I think is relevant.
Later on, I plan to interview selected members of the General Assembly and other groups being 
surveyed in order to test the conclusions which result from an analysis and interpretation of the 
questionnaire data.
I want to emphasize again that your personal views are essential to the study because of your 
influence on the educational and financial health of Virginia's colleges and universities, especially 
through your membership on the House Committee on Finance. Your thoughtful response will be 
most helpful.
Please, therefore, complete and return the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope within the next 
ten days. It is completely anonymous; neither you nor your membership in the House of Delegates 
ever will be revealed under any circumstances. Also, please sign and return separately the 
enclosed card telling me that the completed questionnaire has been mailed back to me; otherwise 
I will need to follow up.
If you want a summary of the study results, please note this on the card and I will be happy to send 
you one.
Thank you very much for your generous help.
Sincerely yours,
James G. Rennie, Jr.
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Dear
study of the views of influential decision-makers about what is expected of boards of visitors of 
Virginia's state-supported senior colleges and universities should be worthwhile. One can look for 
substantial disagreement and uncertainty on this question, judging not only from the scholarly 
literature and recent references in the press to such issues as the Shaner Report but also from the 
informal observations of those who, like yourself, shape Virginia higher education. Unfortunately, 
poor decisions often result when disagreement and uncertainty about duties and responsibilities go 
unrecognized. Thus, it can be very helpful to improve our understanding of expectations for the 
role of visitor.
The enclosed questionnaire is for such a study. It asks you and others who influence Virginia's 
senior state colleges and universities about views on boards of visitors—qualifications for 
membership, rights and duties, and division of authority. The study is my doctoral dissertation 
research project.
A number of persons have said they are interested in my study, though, of course, they in no way 
endorse it or its results. At a meeting in February, members of the Executive Committee of the 
Council of Visitors recognized with interest my source of inquiry and said that they would be 
happy to participate in my study as individuals. Dr. Gordon K. Davies has assured me of the 
interest of the Council of Higher Education; Senator Hunter B. Andrews, Senator Edward E. 
Willey, Delegate Richard M. Bagley, Delegate Willard L. Lemmon, and Dr. J. Wade Gilley, 
Secretary of Education, all have indicated their interest and their willingness to participate 
individually by completing the questionnaire.
Your personal views are essential. The validity of the study results depends on including you as a 
representative of the institution which you serve. However, the questionnaire is completely 
anonymous. Neither you nor your institution ever will be revealed under any circumstances.
Please complete and return the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope within ten days. Also, 
please sign and return separately the enclosed card telling me that you have mailed the 
questionnaire; otherwise, I will need to follow up. If you want a summary of the study results, 
please note this on the card and I will be happy to send you one.
Thank you very much for your generous help.
Sincerely yours,
308
Jam es G. R ennie, Jr.
APPENDIX B-4
LETTER TO ACCOMPANY THE QUESTIONNAIRE TO MEMBERS OF
THE . STATE COUNCIL OF HIGHER EDUCATION FOR VIRGINIA
309
APPENDIX B - k
X
X
X
X
X
x
A study of the views of influential decision-makers about what is expected of boards of visitors of 
Virginia's state-supported senior colleges and universities should be worthwhile. One can look for 
substantial disagreement and uncertainty on this question, judging not only from the scholarly 
literature and recent references in the press to such issues as the Shaner Report but also from the 
informal observations of those who, like yourself, shape Virginia higher education. Unfortunately, 
poor decisions often result when disagreement and uncertainty about duties and responsibilities go 
unrecognized. Thus, it can be very helpful to improve our understanding of expectations for the 
role of visitor.
The enclosed questionnaire is for such a study. It asks you and others who influence Virginia's 
senior state colleges and universities about views on boards of visitors—qualifications for 
membership, rights and duties, and division of authority. The study is my doctoral dissertation 
research project.
A number of persons have said they are interested in my study, though, of course, they in no way 
endorse it or its results. They include Dr. Gordon K. Davies, Dr. J. Wffde Gilley, Senator Hunter 
B. Andrews, Senator Edward E. Willey, Delegate Richard M. Bagley, Delegate Willard L. Lemmon, 
and members of the Executive Committee of the Council of Visitors. Each of these persons also 
has expressed willingness to participate individually in my study by completing the questionnaire.
Your personal views are essential to the validity of the study. However, the questionnaire is 
completely anonymous. Neither you nor your affiliation with the Council of Higher Education 
ever will be revealed under any circumstances.
Please complete and return the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope within ten days. Also, 
please sign and return separately the enclosed card telling me that you have mailed the 
questionnaire; otherwise, I will need to follow up. If you want a summary of the study results, 
please note this on the card and I will be’happy to send you one.
Thank you very much for your generous help.
Sincerely yours,
James G. Rennie, Jr.
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C H A R T E R E D  I 8 » 3
COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND MARY
S C H O O L  O F  E D U C A T I O N
WILLIAMSBURG, VIRGINIA 23185
A study of the views of influential decision-makers about what is expected of boards of visitors of 
Virginia's state-supported senior colleges and universities should be worthwhile. One can look for 
substantial disagreement and uncertainty on this question, judging not only from the scholarly 
literature and recent references in the press to such issues as the Shaner Report but also from the 
informal observations of those who, like yourself, shape Virginia higher education. Unfortunately, 
poor decisions often result when disagreement and uncertainty about duties and responsibilities go 
unrecognized. Thus, it can be very helpful to improve our understanding of expectations for the 
role of visitor.
The enclosed questionnaire is for such a study. It asks you and others who influence Virginia's 
senior state colleges and universities about views on boards of visitors—qualifications for 
membership, rights and duties, and division of authority. The study is my doctoral dissertation 
project.
A number of persons have said they are interested in my study, though, of course, they in no way 
endorse it or its results. Dr. Gordon K. Davies has assured me of the interest of the Council of 
Higher Education; Senator Hunter B. Andrews, Senator Edward E. Willey, Delegate Richard M. 
Bagley, Delegate Willard L. Lemmon, and Dr. J. Wade Gilley, Secretary of Education, all have 
indicated an interest in my study and a willingness to participate individually by completing the 
questionnaire.
Your personal views are essential. The validity of the study results depends on including you as 
the representative of the office which you hold. However, the questionnaire is completely 
anonymous. Neither you nor your office ever will be revealed under any circumstances.
Please complete and return the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope within ten days. Also, 
please sign and return separately the enclosed card telling me that you have mailed the 
questionnaire; otherwise, I will need to follow up. If you want a summary of the study results, 
please note this on the card and I will b6 happy to send you one.
Thank you very much for your generous help.
Sincerely yours,
James G. Rennie, Jr.
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Molly Pitcher, Monmouth, 1778
James G. Rennie, Jr.
1901 Parma Road 
Richmond, VA 23229
© USPS 1978
THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE IS IN THE MAIL.
signed ._______ date _ _ _ _ _
j 1 SEND ME A SUMMARY AT THIS ADDRESS:
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BOARD OF VISITORS STUDY 
VIRGINIA STATE-SUPPORTED COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
The postcard has not arrived telling me that you have com­
pleted and mailed the questionnaire I sent you recently.
Eight out of ten of those responding so far want a copy 
of the summary of results. I need your views to supply 
a comprehensive summary and to complete my research.
Please mail both the completed questionnaire and the 
signed postcard as soon as you can. If you need a 
replacement copyf I will be glad to send you one.
James G. Rennie, Jr 
1901 Parma Road 
Richmond, Va. 23229 
(80k) 270-1*237
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1°01 ?ama P.oad 
Richmond, Virginia 23229 
May 2$, 1973
APPENDIX D-l
There seen to be significant differences of opinion about the rights 
and duties of boards of visitors cf state-controlled colleges and univer­
sities in Virginia. This, now doubt, is of special interest to those who 
work directly with higher education; the general public also should be 
keenly interested since the results of beard' decisions are a major factor 
in how funds appropriated for higher education are managed.
I an conducting a research project in the School of Education at the 
College of Milliam and Mary to identify, analyse, and interpret signifi­
cant relationships in views held by a variety of persons about the role 
of boards of visitors of Virginia state-controlled four-year colleges and 
universities. • *
Enclosed is a draft copy, cf ny data collection survey instr.ir.ent, 
"Virginia State-Controlled College and University “cards of Visitors 
Study." It is designed to identify views of respondents concerting a 
large nur.ber of issues related to the responsibilities bind authority of 
boards and to elicit data about certain personal attributes of the re­
spondents which seen likely to be related to their views.
Please help me to improve the reliability and validity of the instru­
ment by completing it and giving me a critical evaluation of the instru­
ment itself. Please fill out as much of Parts I and IA as seems appro­
priate and Parts II through V completely,
A critique sheet is attached to tr.e front cf the instrument. Please 
show the length of tine needed to fill out the instrument and write your 
criticisms and suggestions for improvement.
«
Please sign the critique sheet and return together with the completed 
instrument in the accompanying, self-addressed, stamped envelope, I ••.•ill 
hold your response in strictest confidence. It is not to be part of the 
main study ar.d will be destroyed as soon as- I have made - record c: your 
advice, neither you nor any of your responses tc the survey will be re­
vealed in any form to anyone other than me. Mevertheless, I would like 
to be able to contact you for follow up clarification, if necessary.
Thank you very much for your consideration and help in this natter.
‘ yours,
•jar.es . -r.n:e, *r.
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Virgina State-Controlled. College and university 
Boards of Visitors 'Study
Critique Sheet
The amour,t of time required to complete the instrument was  hours
and  minutes.
In view of the purpose of the instrument as described in the intro­
ductory letter, ray overall reaction to the instrument is:
I have the following specific criticisms and suggestions concerning 
the indicated Parts and Iters:
Part Item Criticism and/or Suggestion
Signed______ Sate_______
(Please feel free to use the other side and/or additional sheets)
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1901 Parma Road 
Richmond, Virginia 23229 
August 15, 1981
Dear Friend and Fellow Student 
in Higher Education:
Please help me complete the research on which my dissertation at 
William and Mary is based.
My research topic is The Role of Boards of Visitors in Virginia 
Higher Education. One of the hypotheses states that the subjects of 
ray research will be more likely to have the Boards delegate authority 
to other campus groups for decisions requiring more technical competence. 
Accordingly, I asked the subjects to designate who should have major 
authority for each of the 21 decisions on the enclosed form.
Now, I need to place these decisions on a scale of technical compe-- 
tence. To accomplish this, I want to ask you to serve as_a member of 
my "panel of experts" on assessing the relative degree of*technical 
competence required by these decisions.
Please take a few minutes to complete the enclosed form. Please 
also sign on the second page, 60 that I can remember your generosity 
on another day, and return the form in the enclosed, self-addressed 
envelope.
Recently, I asked Dr. Herrmann to approve my asking you to complete 
this form and he has .done so.
Thank you very much for your consideration and help.
Sincerely yours,
James G. Rennie, Jr.
Student in Higher Education
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Board of Visitors Study 
Virginia State-Supported Colleges and Universities 
Assessment of the Degree of Technical Competence 
Required for Certain Campus Decisions
Some decisions which affect campus programs and activities in state-supported 
colleges and universities require a high level of technical competence. They re­
quire the closest attention of highly qualified professional members of the college 
or university staff. An example would be modifying the student registration and 
reporting system or developing the legal case in a campus civil action suit. Other 
decisions require a lesser degree of technical competence, such as responsibility 
for the provision of new buildings or general responsibility for the campus life 
program for students. Still others require even less technical competence (that is, 
these decisions do not necessarily require technical competence, although this does 
not imply that there are no established rules and procedures for dealing with them); 
legislative relations is one such item and relations with community groups who wish 
to use campus property for their own purposes is another.
Please indicate your assessment "of the degree of technical competence required 
for each of the following decisions by placing a x in the appropriate ^ - y .box.
VERY _  NOT VERY
TECHNICAL TECHNICAL TECHNICAL
1. Adding or deleting specific courses. CJ CJ CJ
2. Adding or deleting a degree program. a CJ CJ
3. Allocating state appropriations among 
educational programs. C7 CJ CJ
k. Buying or selling a specific endowment 
portfolio security. CJ CJ CJ
5. Appointment of the president of the 
institution. CJ CJ CJ
6. Determination of the tuition (or fees). CJ CJ CJ
7._ Establishing the annual operating 
budget for the institution. CJ CJ CJ
8. The future of a professor accused of 
immoral conduct with students. CJ CJ CJ
9. Tenure decisions for specific faculty 
members. CJ CJ • ' CJ
10. Formulating requests for biennial 
general fund appropriations. CJ CJ CJ
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VERY
TECHNICAL TECHNICAL
NOT VERY 
TECHNICAL
11. Disciplinary action against a student 
for cheating on an examination. CJ rj £7
12. Establishing institutional policy re­
garding organized student protests. CJ £7 £7
13. Acceptance of a major research contract. CJ £7 £7
Approving or disapproving expenditures 
which exceed budget allotments. CJ rj £7
15. Policies regarding faculty leaves and 
sabbaticals. CJ £7 £7
16. Decisions regarding general admissions 
standards and criteria. CJ £7 £7
17. Nature and scope of^the athletic 
program. CJ £7 £7
18. Affirmative action admissions plans for 
specifically targeted student groups. CJ a £7
19. Determination of teaching loads of 
specific faculty members. CJ £7 £7
20. Responsibility for the legality of 
spending state money. CJ £7 £7
21. Determination of the economy and effici­
ency of expenditures from state funds.
signed
CJ £7 £7
. Student, in Higher Education
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ABSTRACT
THE ROLE OF BOARDS OF VISITORS IN VIRGINIA HIGHER EDUCATION: VIEWS OF
VISITORS, PRESIDENTS, AND EXTERNAL ROLE DEFINERS
James Gordon Rennie, Jr., Ed.D.
The College of William and Mary in Virginia
Chairman: Donald J. Herrmann, Ph.D.
The purpose of this study was to identify, analyze, and interpret 
significant relationships in the views of the role of the governing 
boards of senior public colleges and universities in Virginia— the 
Boards of Visitors— held by the leaders of higher education in Virginia. 
The study included the views of the visitors, the presidents, the mem­
bers of the General Assembly of Virginia, the members and the staff pro­
fessionals of the State Council of Higher Education for Virginia, and 
selected executives and professional staff members of other agencies of 
the Commonwealth whose work was directly concerned with higher education.
A review of both the professional literature and official documents 
in Virginia revealed clear evidence suggesting that visitors, like their 
counterparts nationwide, face widely differing perceptions of their role. 
Variations appeared particularly with respect to two principal issues:
(a) the extent to which visitors may be responsible for the public good 
beyond a concern for the well-being of their respective institutions and
(b) the nature of their duties, responsibilities, and authority in the 
internal affairs of their institutions. Accordingly, it was to be ex­
pected that variations would appear among leading decision-makers in Vir­
ginia higher education in their views of the visitor's role. This was 
indeed the case.
Exploratory in nature, this study was ex post facto survey research 
using a mail questionnaire designed to determine the relative incidence 
and distribution of the views of the visitor's role among higher educa­
tional leaders in Virginia. In addition, relationships were investigated 
between these views and certain other variables associated with the re­
spondents' positions in the system of higher education and their personal 
attributes. Of the 385 questionnaires mailed, 254 usable questionnaires, 
or 66 percent, were returned.
Based on the results of this study, it was concluded generally 
(a) that the visitors were typical of higher educational board members 
nationwide; (b) that they were expected to play an important role in the 
governance of all aspects of their respective institutions; and (c) that 
the variations among the respondents in their views of the visitor's 
role were related to the positions which the respondents occupied, to the 
influence of their different orientations toward external constituencies,
to the particular aspect of the role they were considering, and to cer­
tain of their personal attributes.
The following are representative of the twenty conclusions drawn 
from the results of the study:
1. Visitors should exercise authority in all aspects of institu­
tional policy and should retain control over all types of de­
cisions either directly or through authority delegated to ad­
ministrators .
2. Visitors were significantly more likely than other respondents 
to ascribe authority to their own role.
3. Visitors were also significantly more likely to oppose having 
their own position of authority by-passed than other respon­
dents who could participate in the by-pass.
4. Faculty and students generally should not exercise major au­
thority for decisions affecting campus policy, according to 
most respondents, although visitors, presidents, and the mem­
bers and the professional staff of the State Council of Higher 
Education were more likely than legislators and other State 
officials to recognize the role of faculty and students in 
campus decision-making.
5. External agencies, such as the State Council of Higher Educa­
tion, the General Assembly, or other State agency, generally 
should not exercise authority in decisions affecting campus 
policy, according to most respondents. If an external agency 
should be involved, it should be the State Council of Higher 
Education and the decisions involved should be developed in 
cooperation with the Board of Visitors.
6. Boards of Visitors were said to be more strongly obligated 
toward faculty and students by presidents, who dealt more di­
rectly with the faculty and students,, than by the other re­
spondents who did not.
7. Respondents who indicated a more favorable attitude toward aca­
demic freedom and/or who had completed a higher level of edu­
cation indicated a more favorable attitude toward having Boards 
of Visitors share authority with campus groups.
